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PREFACE

Some of the more dramatic political and strategic gains of the

Soviet Union in the post-World War 11 period have been in the Middle

fast. In a region where the Soviet Union had few interests and cer-
tainly no l'uniapoliey in 1945, it now has a deep involvement with im-
plications which also extend to the entire Mediterranean area.

The Soviet Union’s policy in the Middle East has been basically
opportunistic but often pragmatic. Since the late 1950’s, for example,
the Soviet Union has supported the Arabs in the Arab-Israeli conflict
because it feels the Arabs can serve its interests and help maintain its
influence in the Middle East. At the same time, the Soviet Union does
not want war in the Middle East and supports United Nations Resolu-
tion No. 242—that is, the Arab interpretation of it.

Soviet policy in this area scems to have military, economic and polit-
ical components although the goals and specific methods of policy
implementation remain vague and incoherent.

Three aspects of Soviet military presence are noteworthy. First,
until the early 1960%, the Soviet Union did not have a Mediterrancan
fleet. However, since about 1964, Soviet naval forces have st eadily in-
creased to the point where the predominant Western naval presence,
and particularly the U.S. 6th Fleet, is challenged.

Second, since the mid-1960’s, the Soviet Union has given substantial
and continuing military aid to many Arab countries. By the early
1970, 11 Arab governments are buying Soviet arms and at least six
are committed to the Soviet Union for spare parts.

Third, the introduction of highly sophisticated aireraft and air de-
fense systems with missiles into Egypt in recent years along with the
presence of some 10,000 Russian military technicians has added a new
and potentially crucial factor to the military situation in the Eastern
Mediterranean.

The economic and political aspects of Soviet policy and presence are
equally important and indicative of long-range commitments in the
area. Over $2 billion worth of economic ¢ it, half of which has
been drawn down, numerous large construction projects like the
Aswan Dam in Egypt and the Tabga Dam in Syria, and extensive
barter trading are evidence of a strong economic tie between the Soviet
{'nion and the Arab world.

The Soviet Union approach to Arab politics has also been both op-
portunistic and pragmatic. In extensive consultations with Arab lead-
ers, the Soviets have stressed their support for those with political
power rather than those dedicated local Communists and Marxists
seeking the introduction of specific Communist or Socialist programs
and ideologies, and military juntas are often given complete support
regardless of their abilities.

Despite the success of the Soviet Union in the Arab world. its pol-
icies are fraught with problems: military and economie aid are ex-
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pensive; the volatility of Arab politics means regimes can fall quickly,
as was the case in the Sudan ; the Soviets are not politically well liked
by some Arab countries although their aid is appreciated ; there is a
basic Arab nationalist opposition to communism: and conflict in the
Middle East raises the possibility of a confrontation with the United
States, a danger the Soviet Union wants to avoid.

But this Soviet involvement and presence in the Middle East and
Eastern Mediterranean creates equally important potential problems
for the West in general and our European allies in particular. The
fact that the Middle East possesses over three-fourths of the world’s
proven oil reserves and that Europe obtains about three-fourths of its
energy needs from the Middle East adds an important dimension to
Western Europe’s interest in the Middle East.

The possible implications of Soviet control over Western Europe’s
access to Middle East oil or of Soviet Mediterranean presence on
NATO and the Western alliance are only two factors which concern
policymakers in the West and pose dilemmas for United States policy
both in the Middle East and the Mediterranean Sea.

Some of these more important questions in need of answers are:
What are the goals of the Soviet Union in the Middle Fast? Does
the Soviet Union want war, peace or stalemate in the A rab-Tsraeli
conflict? Why does the Soviet Union have such an extensive milita ry
presence in the Mediterranean Sea and the Middle East ? What would
the Soviet Union do in another Middle East war? Are the Soviets
interested in the Middle East for its oil or geographic centrality?
Is Soviet. policy in the Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean de-
signed primarily to weaken the Wesf European defense alliance and
NATO?

With regard to Soviet foreign I;rﬂin-_\" many othe
raised. What priority does Middle East policy have in Soviet foreign
policy? How does that policy compare with policies toward China,
Europe, the United States and other developing countries? What pres-
stre groups are there in the Soviet Union both for and against par-
ticular policies and presences in this area ? Does the Soviet Union have
a master plan for the Middle East based on ideology, expansionist de-
signs or history ?

For Western Europe, the situation in the Middle Fast and Eastern
Mediterranean poses still other questions, What should be Western
Europe’s policy and presence in the Eastern Mediterranean? How
do most of our allies view the Middle Fast crisis? Do they think they
can maintain access to Middle East oil for the foreseeable future?
What do our allies perceive to be the goals of Soviet policy in this
region ! What role do they see for NATO in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean ¢ Or can the Eastern Mediterranean possibly be included in any
zone of East-West detente ? : )

In a search for the best responses to these and other (uestions, the
Subcommittee on Europe and the Subcommittee on the Near East held
a joint series of five public hearings and one executive session in
October and November of 1971. The subcommittees heard the testimony
of over 10 witnesses and the hearings proved stimulating and produc-
tive both substantively and procedurally. An increasing number of
interrelated foreign policy issues of relevance to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs cannot be thoroughly scrutinized under the jurisdie-
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tion of any one subcommittee, so such joint hearings should continue
to provide a new and enriching method of inquiry.

The subcommittees benefited from the prepared statements and
testimonies of all witnesses, and the record of these hearings will serve
as the most important and comprehensive document the Congress has
produced on this problem area with which Western Europe, the Soviet
Union and the United States are so deeply concerned. While more
questions might have been raised than answers given, Members of
Congress, policymakers, scholars, and all Americans interested in
Soviet foreign policy, the Middle East, or the Western alliance will
benefit from the discussion of this diffieult issue.

SOME CONCLUSIONS

Because there were so many diverse themes and several important
conclusions running through these hearings, it is impractical to sum-
marize them here. But it might be useful to indicate four of the most
imnortant points made.

First, the Soviet Union today prefers a state of controlled tension in
the Middle East to a situation of war or peace. It would seem that
while Marxists claim capitalism needs war to prosper, Soviet Middle
East influence needs tension to survive.

Second, the Soviet Union has no timetable or master plan in the
Middle East but it has momentum. Tts success is due, in large part. to
its ability to take advantage of situations, in particular, political in-
stability and the Arab-Tsraeli conflict. Soviet policy, then, has been
generally reactive, flexible, and opportunistie.

Third. Middle East policy is not a top priority item in Soviet for-
eign poliey: Tssues involving China, Burope. and the United States
are more important. Soviet zoals in the Middle East are related to
other objectives, particularly the Soviet Tnion’s desire for a st rong
Mediterranean presence and for the neutralization, or at least the
vulnerability, of NATO.

Fourth, while our European allies might be concerned about the
Soviet Union’s presence in this region and the potential threat to their
oil supply in a crisis situation. they appear unwilling to do much
about it. Their reluctance to deal with what the United States consid-
ers the dangers of Soviet involvement in the Middle East stems in part
from the fact that they feel they can accommodate most Soviet goals
in the arca and also they are not strong nuclear powers and could not,
in any case, deter Soviet maneuvering in the Eastern Mediterranean.
Europe relies on the umbrella of the Western or NATO defense sys-
tem with a large American presence.

We hope that these hearings will prove beneficial for every reader
and while we consider this record very valuable. many of the topies
discussed and developed here might serve as subjects for future in-
quiries of the subcommittee.

Bexsayin S. RosENTHAL.
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe.
Lee H. Hayiuron,
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Near Fast.
Drcemser 1971,
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SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE
WESTERN RESPONSE

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1971

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Comyrrree ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEES ON I UROPE
AND THE Near Easr,
Washington, D.C.

The joint subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton (chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on the Near East) pleSldmg

Mr. Haymruron. This joint meeting of the Subcommittee on the Near
East and the Subcommittee on Europe will come to order.

Today’s hearing is the first in a series of joint hearings of the Euro-
pean and Near East Subcommittees entitled “Soviet Involvement in
the Middle East and the Western Response.”

This important subject provides a unique opportunity for the two
subcommittees to study one of the significant issues affecting the
Eastern Mediterranean, the problem of war and peace in the Middle
East, and the relations of the United States and Russia with the
countries of the Middle East.

Precisely because of the complexity of so many international issues
which cut across the specific jurisdictions of the various subcommit-
tees, we have deemed it beneficial to approach this problem area with
a series of joint hearings, It is our hope that this series will lead to
other joint hearings involving at least two subcommittees.

Today we are especially interested in examining the premises of
Soviet foreign policy and the Soviet approach foward developing
countries. We are happy to have with us two prominent scholars, Dr.
Herbert S. Dinerstein, who is director of Soviet Studies in Johns
Hopking University School of Advanced International Studies and
who has written extensively on Soviet foreign policy, and is particu-
larly interested in Soviet foreign policy toward developing countries.

Within this field Dr. Dinerstein has specialized on Latin American-
Soviet ties.

Dr. Walter Laqueur, our other witness, is currently director of the
Institute of Contemporary History and the Wiener Library in Lon-
don. Dr. Laqueur is also interested in the general issue of Sow iet
foreign policy and has written two books on the topic of Soviet in-
volvement in the Middle East.

Dr. Dinerstein, you have a prepared statement and you may proceed
as you see fit, reading or summarizing, and we will have your state-
ment followed lmmedlnleh by the statement of Dr. Laqueur.

(1)
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STATEMENT OF HERBERT S. DINERSTEIN, DIRECTOR, SOVIET
STUDIES PROGRAM, SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL
STUDIES, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY

(The biography of Mr. Dinerstein appears on p. 185.)

Dr. Dinersreiy. If T may, Mr. Hamilton, I would prefer to briefly
summarize this statement since it is available and in whatever time is
left, discuss what seem most interesting to your committee.

SOVIET UNION AND DEVELOPING COUNTRIFS

The point of my written remarks is that the Soviet Union’s view of
the problems of underdeveloped countries and the opportunities are
just the opposite of our theories. Thus we and the Soviet Union fail
to mesh in our approach to the problem of underdeveloped countries.
Traditionally in this country, w}mt we have feared most is that under-
developed countries might be subverted and that the Soviet Union
might introduce communism into them. I think it is fair to say that
this assumption was at the basis of a good deal of our foreign policy
for a good many years.

Since we had already brought almost every industrialized country in
the world except Sweden and Switzerland into our alliance systerm. we
felt that the opportunities for the Soviet Union would be precisely in
the underdeveloped countries and that the problem was subversion and
the transition to communism in those countries.

Without remarking on the validity of that assumption, T would like
to say that the Soviet Union makes the opposite assumption. Their
interest in underdeveloped countries has put the communization of
these countries at the bottom of their list of priorities.

I want to make clear that T am not trying to say the Soviet Union
18 not interested in having more socialist countries. But their priority
list is based more on what they think is possible—opportunities and
costs. On the whole they have been very bearish about the possibility
of bringing communism to other countries and they have been very
impressed by the cost of doing so. whether they succeed or whether
they fail.

Since 1920 the Soviet Union has held to a theory, formulated by
Lenin, that the great opportunities for bringing communism to coun-
tries would derive from the anticolonial movement. Later, after most
colonies had disappeared, aggressive nationalism became the point
d’appui of Soviet policy.

TWO OF THE NEW COUNTRIES ARE BOCIALISTIC

Since 1945, of all the colonies which have achieved independence.
only two have become socialistic—North Vietnam and Cuba. All the
rest somehow have gone through the travail of gaining independence
without adopting communism.

So it is not a very good theory statistically. T will just add that when
a country has become socialistic, and you might say when it has become
socialistic prematurely, it has cost the Soviet Union a great deal of
money. So the only countries that have become socialistic since 1943
have been poor and backward. The only exception is Czechoslovakia
and they did pretty well in turning that into a poor country.
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So the Soviet Union’s experience has been that all new socialistic
countries have been poor, they have required Soviet resources greater
than the Soviet Union has been willing to pay. Consequently they have
been rather jaundiced on pushing backward countries into soctalism.

SOVIET UNION ACTS AS GREAT POWER

Then why are they so interested in underdeveloped countries? They
devote a lot of attention to it and they spend some money. They are
interested in underdevéloped countries because they feel that a great
power should have global interests and they feel that they have reached
a stage in the world where their interests extend bevond the countries
bordering on the Soviet Union. Their interests extend to the whole
world,

They try to match what they think the United States is doing or did
do and their general attitude towards these problems is like many other
Soviet attitudes, very old-fashioned, very 19th century. As someone
facetiously said, but also with a certain amount of pomt. “What the
Soviets are trying to do is to reestablish the British lifeline from India
to Great Britain.”

When you ask why, it is very difficult. When T talked to some of my
Soviet acquaintances and I asked them why, the answer is almost like,
well, it is there, there is no particular reason except that great powers
have to do these things, and particularly in the Near East if yOu ex-
amine the situation, there is very little likelihood of progress toward
making Communistic States.

Probably the best prospect would have been Israel itself, but in all
the other Arab States the chances for communism are very poor. But
that doesn’t make any difference, because what the Soviet Union is
interested in in the Near East, as it is in the rest of the underdeveloped
world, is having a great power presence.

CLIENTS AND POWER

Now I think that in the long run the Soviet Union will discover,
as the United States has discovered in part, that when the age of
imperialism is over, collecting clients in the underdeveloped and poor
world is not adding to your power; it is adding to your burdens. It
costs money.

It is an open question from a scholarly point of view as to whether in
the imperial age they paid or didn’t pay, but now everyone knows they
don’t pay. Vietnam doesn’t pay the United States, Egypt doesn’t
pay the Soviet Union. So in t]llis age and in the years to come collect-
ing clients means collecting headaches.

Now I think that even though some Soviet people realize this, the
people who realize this are people like myself who don’t exercise a
great deal of power. They are observers, they are scholarly persons,
and the people at the top of the Soyviet Union don’t see it this way.
They see this as a necessary and valuable adjunct to power.

FUTURE BIG POWER ATTITUDES

Now I think that in the distant future, the next 20 years or so, the
Soviet and the American attitudes toward underdeveloped countries
will be modeled on their attitude to sub-Saharan Africa. It doesn’t
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count, it is not going anyplace, it doesn’t make any difference in the
power balance, and thus you have a kind of mutual agreement not to
pay much attention to the sub-Sahara in Africa.

I think over the long term the same attitude may prevail even in
the Middle East, but politics is not very believable in the long run.
Politics deals such for short and medium range, and I think that
in the Mediterranean we are going to have very severe conflicts.

Mr. Haminron. Thank you very much, Dr. Dinerstein.

(The full text of Mr. Dinerstein’s statement appears on p. 22.)

STATEMENT OF WALTER LAQUEUR, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE OF

CONTEMPORARY HISTORY, WIENER LIBRARY, LONDON, ENG-
LAND

(The biography of Mr. Laqueur appears on p. 186.)
Dr. LaQueur. I also would like to summarize very briefly my paper
which is available.
SOVIET GOALS IN MIDDLE EAST

The interests of the Soviet Union in the Middle East are those of a
superpower, which in an adjacent area has good prospects to expand
its political and military influence.

SOVIET PRIORITIES

At this moment the Middle East does not figure very highly in the
Soviet scale of priority in view of the Chinese threat and, of course,
the intention to remove the American presence. Of course, they know

that while they try to pursue these aims there has to be a detente of
sorts, even in the Middle East, because you cannot have a detente in
Europe and at the same time a war in the Middle East.

MIDDLE EAST OIL

Five years or 10 years ago I would probably not have mentioned
oil in this context because the Soviet Union had all the oil it needed.
but T am told by the experts in this field that the Soviet consumption
will soon outstrip Soviet production and we should take into account
that the Soviet Union has to cover the needs of its allies in Eastern
Europe, which do not produce oil.

Oil is not a major factor, but it is gradually emerging as one out
of several factors.

CURRENT SOVIET POLICY

Soviet policy in the Middle East in recent years has been to nentral-
ize Turkey and Iran. As far as the other countries are concerned,
Soviet commentators and presumably also Soviet policymakers, were
more or less convinced that events in the Arab world were going their
way because there was a process of radicalization in domestic affairs in
Egypt and Syria and Iraq and more recently Libya.

But for a variety of reasons in recent years communism has not
made that much progress in the Arab world. Political power in these
countries is in the hands of the military juntas and these military
juntas may use the langnage of anti-imperialism or Leninism, but they
have not the slightest intention to delegate or share any of their power
with the communist parties.




ARABS AND RUSSIANS

On the contrary, they are willing to deal ruthlessly with anyone
challenging their power. One factor which has in the past helped the
Soviet Union in its dealings in the Middle East was, of course, the
Arab-Israeli conflict. Up to a point—and I am coming to that in a
maoment.

The dilemma of the Soviet Union today is that of power which has
become involved in the area. All the time the Soviet Union was an out-
sider it could not commit any mistakes, it could be friends with every-
one, in the same way it tried to be friends with India and Pakistan at
the same time,

The more the Soviet Union has become involved in the Middle
Eastern affairs the more it had to choose, which means to make not
only friends but also to make enemies.

ARAB LEADERS

I have mentioned the fact that political power in the Middle East
and all the key countries is in the hands of coups of military officers
and I think the Soviet Union has more or less become reconciled to
that. This by itself is not an unmitigated disaster because, after all,
the Soviet bloc is no longer a monolithie block and even the Com-
munist Parties cannot be trusted any longer of following antomatieally
the Soviet lead.

I give an example : Czechoslovakia. At the time of the Czechoslovak
crisis quite a few Communist Parties refused to go along with the
Soviet line whereas Egypt, Syria, and other Arab governments ac-
cepted the Soviet line. Soviet leaders can be forgiven for taking a
somewhat cynical view, namely, that in a critical situation you ecan
trust more your clients, simply because they need you, where ideologi-
cal followers who may stick to their principles.

The Soviet commentators have been asking themselves how to ex-
plain that military leaders in the Middle East, mainly in the Arab
countries, have not moved closer to their own views. The explanation
most frequently given is that these military leaders are still somehow
influenced by “petty bourgeoise prejudices.”

The real explanation is of course that in the struggle which goes on
within these military juntas, ideology is only part of the study and
not always, to put it cautiously, the most important part. Many of
these Army officers are personally ambitious, career-motivated as a
recent Soviet study noted with some sadness.

It is still possible, given the weak political structure of these coun-
tries, that a handful of determined people can make a successful bid
for power, a coup d’etat. We have seen it in Sudan. it conld happen
elsewhere. However, even if such an attempt should be successful,
victory in one country will almost automatically provoke negative
reactions in other countries. In other words, unless the pro-Russian
forces in the Middle East make progress steadily, on an even front,
the overall balance as far as the Soviet Union 1s concerned may be
negative. '

SOVIET UNION AND THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLIOT

In a similar way, the Arab-TIsraeli conflict has become problematical
from the Soviet point of view. On the one hand, it is quite true that
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in the past this conflict gave the Soviets a foothold in the Middle
East. But if you look at the map, we find that the countries in which
the Soviet Union has made most progress are those most remote from
Israel, the Sudan, Southern Arabia, Iraq, et cetera.

Moreover, while the conflict continues, nationalism is the leading
trend in the Arab world and communism finds itself very much ham-
pered in this climate of “national solidarity.” '

CONCLUSIONS

On the whole, it seems to me that the Soviet Union is likely to
follow a cautious course of action. But it should always be remem-
bered that the Soviet Union is not in full control even of its clients
and allies in the Middle East.

(The full text of Mr. Laquenr’s statement appears on p- 26.)

Mr. Hasiuron. Gentlemen, we thank you for your statements, They
will be made a part of the record, of course, and we appreciate the fact
that you have summarized them to allow us more time for questions.

SOVIET GOALS IN MIDDLFE EAST

I have an appropriate opening question for both of you to respond to.
I know you both touched upon it in your statements, but it would be
helpful to have you respond precisely and as precisely as you can, how
would you state Soviet goals in the Middle East. How do they differ
from Soviet goals in Latin America or Asia or Africa?

Dr. DixersteIN. It is quite a challenge to respond to that large a
question precisely and coneisely, but I will do my best. I think that
you can respond concisely, but not too helpfully, when you say that
the Soviet Union wants to be a bigger power than it was. That covers
Soviet poliey in Latin America, in the Middle East, and the Far East,
but it doesn’t deal with the immediate problem.

Now, I think it is an oversimplification to say that the Soviet Union
is uniquely interested in improving the political prospects and politi-
cal situation of its clients on the assumption that as the clients become
grateful, the Soviet Union will gain influence, and perhaps in the dis-
tant future, the Communist Party may be able to operate more freely.

I think the Soviet goal in the Near East is more traditional. Thev
want to be the arbiter in the Middle East; they want to be the major
big power that makes the major decisions,

So in the last few months, T think it has become pretty obvious that
the United States can’t bring peace in the Middle East. T don’t know
if anybody can. But the United States can’t, simply becanse the United
States can’t deliver an Egyptian agreement acceptable to Tsrael.

So as long as the Soviets are passive and watch, the political stage is
dominated by the American inability to bring peace.

But it became obvious, as T hope it will not, that if the U.S. peace
initiative will not bear fruit, then it will be the turn of the Soviet
Union. Will they be able to deliver peace in the Middle East? They
can deliver the Egyptians more easily than we can, because they have
more to withhold.

I should say that the Soviet Union has always been more skillful
in dealing with clients, because they never give them everything. They
always leave something to give, so there is a basis for applying
pressure.
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So the Soviet Union can probably push the Egyptians to make more
concessions than the United States can, toward some kind of Israeli-
Egyptian settlement, but the question is how far can they push the
Israelis, and that is a very difficult question to answer without an
intimate knowledge of the dynamics of Israeli internal policy, which
I don’t have. )

SOVIET UNION AND A SETTLEMENT

Mr. Hamivron. The question is also whether or not they want to
push toward a settlement, too. Dr. Laqueur speaks of controlled ten-
sion in his statement, and there is a real doubt in the minds of many
of how much the Soviet Union really wants a peace settlement in the
Middle East.

Dr. DinerstEIN. If the peace settlement bore an American stamp,
they would not want it. They would not want the United States to be
the sucessful intermediary between the Egyptians and the Israelis and
then have the Egyptians looking toward the United States for sup-
port, with the prospect of Egypt moving away from the Soviet Union.
However, if the peace settlement bore a Soviet stamp, if the peace set-
tlement could mean that the Israelis decided the United States didn’t
give them enough support, that they had to make the best of a situa-
tion and get the best they could from the Soviet Union—in other
words, if the Soviet Union could put itself in the same position in the
Near East as it occupies in the Indian subecontinent, if the Soviet Union
could get that kind of situation, then I think they would be interested
in a settlement.

They would be interested in the kind of settlement which would
give them a bigger position in the Middle East. I think it is very

dangerous to predict the likelihood of their being able to do it. It de-
pends on too many imponderables. But I think you can point out what
the general expectations and hopes are.

I think the most likely prospect in the Middle East is a continued
situation of no peace, maybe some war, but really no peace. But I think
we have to look at the goals of the two major powers, and each of them,
I think, would like a peace of a certain kind, not the same kind.

SOVIET AIMS

Mr. Hasuron. Dr. Laquenr.

Dr. Lagurur. Mr. Chairman, the question was the aims of Soviet
policy in the Middle East. We ought to bear in mind a historical fact;
namely, that expansion in a southward direction has been one of the
few constant factors in Russian history.

This goes back to the 18th century; it has a great number of histori-
cal, cultural, even religious reasons, the dream of the Russian flag
again hoisted over Hagia Sophia in Constantinople. _

“For the first three or four decades of Soviet power, the Soviet Union
was preocenpied with other more urgent foreign issues, but this con-
stant factor has come back into its own right all the more since the
Middle East is today a power vacuum. Any Soviet advance in Europe
would be risky because these countries belong to a military alliance,
whereas the Middle East, as I said, is a power vacuum, and the Soviet
advance doesn’t involve many risks.

What is the basic Soviet aim ? It is to establish a sphere of influence,
to establish Soviet hegemony and even domination. If I say “domi-
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nation,” T do not mean occupation. There are various ways of domi-
nating a country, and we have Soviet influence in Afghanistan, we
have the political status of Finland which is not a socialist country, let
alone n Communist country. and yet in foreign affairs it is very much
influenced, to put it mildly, by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union is
striving for a similar position in the Middle East.

CONTROLLED TENSION

As I said in my paper, the Soviet Union is interested in controlled
tension. I would perhaps compare it with a fever therapy in medicine,
to keep the patient at 100 or 101 for several days. In polities, this is
difficult, because the fever may suddenly go up, and what do you do
then? . A

It is comparatively easy to produce a temperature, it is very diflicult
to control it.

Myr. Hasruron, Mr. Burke,

Mr. Burke. I have no questions.

Mr. Hasrvron. Mr. Rosenthal.

NIXON'S TRIP TO MOSCOW AND PEKING

Mr. RosentHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. )

I wonder if either one of you would suggest to us what you think
the net effect of President Nixon’s visit to Moscow and Peking might
have in developing a change in Soviet attitudes? Or is it just a super-
ficial and temporary kind of diplomatic or political event?

Do you think it has any potential of altering Soviet attitudes in any

way ¢

Dr. DiversteIN. Well, altering Soviet attitudes doesn’t necessarily
mean altering their behavior, because their behavior tends to respond
to crises. The Soviet Union wants to reach certain agreements with
the United States in order to hold down the arms race and not to
allow China to have a monopoly of American attention, to bring the
United States to a European security conference. I think the Soviet
leaders in the interest of these goals would want not to precipitate a
crisis in the Near East, but I would make a sharp distinction between
what they want and what happens to them. For example in 1967 in
their pursuit of minor tactical advantage they set in motion the chain
of events which precipitated the June war which they didn’t want.

So that I would say that when there is negotiation between the
United States and the Soviet Union on the highest level, on both sides
the inclination is not to arouse sleeping dogs, but the danger is that
neither side sufficiently controls the many countries, not involved in
these goals of the highest priority, which can plunge the two great
powers into unwelcome confrontation. .

So I would respond not terribly satisfactorily to your question, that
the inclination on the part of the Soviet Union would be to keep things

quiet during and right after such negotiations, but they might not be
able to succeed.

DOES SOVIET UNION MIMIC UNITED STATES?
Mr. RosentHAL, You have suggested in your statement that in a
o1 . . e . . g s
sense the Soviets start out with an inferiority complex. They want to
mimic us as a great power, If we appear to be thawing a
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frigid relationship, then the Soviets may follow us just the way the
hemlines go up and down. If the United States, as leader of the so-
called free world, is now starting to thaw relationships, and if they
want to mimic us as you say, \\h\ don’t they also start a period of
thaw ¢ If that were the case, conldn’t that change events in the Middle
East?

Dr. Dixerstery. I think they arve going to mimic us in the general
area of strategically trying to be a great power. But I don’t think they
feel they have to mimic us in the tactics of tlm\\m.'_' and jelling, thaw-
ing and jelling.

They are in a thaw period in Europe now. They have convinced a
great many European countries that there is little to fear from the
Soviet Union, that NATO can safely be reduced, that they can reduce
their draft calls. They have convinced people of that but I don’t think
it automatically 1nilnw~, then that they are going to be willing to give
||p what they think is their political l)osltum in the Middle luv«t ]ust

for the sake of an era of good feeling.

Mr. RosentHaL. I was trying to get into a psychological inquiry,
because you are the one who suggested that they start out with this
inferiority complex. They mimic us as world style-setters. They don’t
even recognize the burdens or mistakes of being a great power in terms
of client status problems.

Your last answer suggests that they mimic us only in things where
they think it is in their interest. Sometimes w hen you want to follow
ponple in terms of style, you may change your view of what is in your
interest.

Dr. DinersterN. They are out of phase with us, especially since the
Vietnamese war; in this country there is a great kind of unhappiness
about overextension of commitments, burdens of empire. There is a
mood of examining any new commlt:mnt very care lul{

Now I think that inthe Soviet Union they are not at th at stage yet
and I might pomt out that there is one great danger in trying tn un-
derstand Soviet attitudes and that is the lld!l"@] of knowi ing the w rong
people too well.

Now the kind of people that I and my colleague know are academics
like ourselves who spend their time primarily in study, and who share
our view that in the long run clients are more trouble than they are
worth. But it is dangerous to think that these Soviet academics reflect
the view of the party leaders who make the decisions.

They are advisers in the wings and they realize how limited their
influence is. For example one hig hly-placed Soviet specialist on the
Near East when indicating that {T](* btllit?\ ed supporting weak clients
was a mistake was asked :

How about your bosses? How long will it take them to learn that extending
influence in the latter part of the 20th Century is not the same as the beginning?

And he said:
Oh, 10 or 15 years.

So when you are talking about the top leaders of the Soviet Union,
the ones who make the pohc_y in the last analysis, I think they take a
very simplistic view. If you are a big power, you ought to be every
place. If the British could have interests all over, in their future, so can
we now.

70-214—71——2
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NATIONALISM A8 A FACTOR

Mr. RosentrAL. Do you really think that is what motivates them
rather than some nefarious or nationalistic scheme ?

Dr. DinersterN. Yes; I think so. It depends who you are. If emer-
gence of the Soviet Union as a great power means you as a small
country will become independent, then it is nefarious for your point of
view ; from the Soviet point of view it is merely natural: Big powers
ought to have influence.

Mr. Rosextuar, They don’t realize that some big powers are start-
ing to curtail ¢

Dr. DixersteiN. No; I think they are out of phase, as they are in
their domestic policy, as they are in their tastes in art and architecture
and literature. They are very Victorian, very old fashioned, and I
think they really have an image of themselves in the early 20th cen-
tury terms.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE

Mr. RoseNtHAL You said that a Middle East peace must have a
Soviet stamp from their point of view. How does Secretary Rogers
try to get a II_".H. stamp on the Middle East peace? How does he feed
that into his assessment equation of where events are leading; if he
knew that, then how would he try to achieve his objectives and let
them put their rubber stamp on it to satisfy their ego ?

Dr. DiNersteiN. I think it is both the disease and the necessary
quality of Secretaries of State, of diplomats, that they be optimistic,
I they were all pessimistic, they would not take the job or they would
resign shortly after they took it.

[ think if you are a Secretary of State, you have to believe that if
you try something it might work. There is Some basis to hope that you
can force the Egyptians to give up something, force the Israelis to give
some and thus make a bargain.

If you are a diplomat or a Secretary of State, as long as you helieve
there is some hope you have to try. Now I think if you are sitting on
the outside and you are an analyst, as I am, you say the chances are
pretty poor. That doesn’t mean that you should advise this man not
to try, but I think it is a fact that if the United States tries and fails,
that it becomes the Soviet’s turn and then they take over and try to get
the kind of peace settlement which they think would consolidate their
problem and that could only be a peace settlement in which Tsrael felt
that the United States was no longer dependable as a supporter and
that they had to rely on the benevolence of the Soviet Tnion.

That 1s a big order for the Soviet Union, but T think it is possible.

Mr. Rosexrtaar, Dr. Laqueur.

Dr. Laguror. Mr. Rosenthal, a general observation first. We are now
living in a period in which many people in the West, in this country
and also in Europe, mistake a few swallows for a lasting summer.

I am not arguing that Soviet policy and Soviet aims are never going
to change. Everything changes, but this change has not taken place
yet. What has changed is the climate in the West. The cold war has
become a bore, many people would like to see the age of confrontation
ended and replaced by the age of dialog.

Unfortunately we have no convineing indieations that the basic in-
tentions of the other side have changed.
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Until that meeting next year in Moscow between President Nixon
and the Soviet leaders both sides will try to restrain their respective
friends or elients. But I do not think that the Soviet Union is interested
in a package deal which would include the Middle East. There could
be, and this is perhaps & maximum that could be hoped for as an under-
standing, that whatever will happen in the Middle East, the two
superpowers should not become involved in a direct confrontation,

But a package deal is difficult for the Soviet Union. The Soviet
[nion is not just a big power, it is the head of the Communist camp
and it has certain responsibilities and commitments from which it can-
not opt ont, particularly not now that its leading position is challenged
by the Chinese. In other words, it cannot make far-reaching conces-
sions on behalf of the Egyptians, Syrians, or Iraqis, and for that reason
I feel that fundamentally nothing is likely to change as a result of the
President’s visit.

Myr. RosexTiran, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Hamrron, Mr. Yatron.

EUROPEAN SECURITY CONFERENCE

Mr. Yarron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, I have one question. Why are the Russians so interested
in pressing for the European Security Conference?

Dr. Lagueur. The main factor now in Soviet foreign policy consid-
erations is China. The number of divisions now stationed on the
Soviet-Chinese border is for the first time in history bigger than the
number of divisions stationed in Europe.

The second reason is the Soviet objective to remove or to reduce
American presence. This has been tried for 10 or 20 years without
success in the cold war. The Soviet Union has realized that this did not
have the desired effect and it now is trying its luck with a European
Security Conference,

First, it tried to exclude the United States and Canada from such
a conference and then it realized this was not possible. One could go
into this in much more detail, but these seem to me the two basic mo-
tives as far as the Soviet Union is concerned.

Dr. DinersteIN. T might add that finally the Soviet Union has de-
cided that its best opportunities in Europe are to accept and to exploit
the status quo. Their changed policy to West Germany is the best
example.

There have always been groups in the Soviet Union that wanted to
do this. This is not a brand new policy. The Soviets have decided, as
Mr. Laqueur said, that the confrontation doesn’t work and instead of
pushing at Berlin and driving the members of NATO together, they
would deal with them individually. They discovered as might have
been expected, that as soon as they offered a genuine negotiation to
West Germany that the West Germans found that their interests were
not identical with American interests. And they had their own fish to
fry. The West Germans went ahead and made their arrangements
with the Soviet Union without really asking us and we approved
afterwards, somewhat grudgingly I suspect.

From the Soviet point of view this is all to the good because it means
that as West Germany passes from being a client state to being an in-
dependent state, then the differences between the United States and
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Germany widen. But all these sticks have two ends. But as this hap-
pens the French want to balance growing German power and reverse
their policy toward Great Britain and invite them to join the Com-
mon Market.

So the price of separating the Germans somewhat from the United
States is to increase the possibility of a bigger Western Europe, which
is something the Soviet Union doesn’t want, and that is why China is
very much in favor of the Common Market. So that as soon as the
Soviet Union enters into European politics, every coin has two sides
and no gain is cost free,

I would agree with my colleague, Walter Laqueur, that for the So-
viet Union Europe is much more important than the Near East. The
possible economic fall-out from detente in Europe is attractive to the
Soviet Union. If there is a possibility of gaining some Soviet goals in
Europe which can be queered by a crisis in the Middle East, I think
the tendency of the Soviet Union to the extent that they are able to
control events would be to hold the situation in the Near East down.
Europe has priority, I think, in their view over the Eastern Mediter-
ranean.

Mr. Yarron. Thank you.

Mr. Hayivron. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Bixeuanm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to say, gentlemen, that T think these are two of the most
interesting statements that we have heard in a long time. T am fasci-
nated by both of them.

I think you said, and it wasn’t in your prepared statement, that you
referred to the Soviet study that showed that they were distressed to

find that the Arab military people were careerists. T just was inter-
ested in that reference. Could you develop that a little more?

RUSSIANS ON ARAB LEADERS

Dr. Laqueur. Up to a few years ago there were practically no So-
viet systematic studies of these problems but during the last 4 or 5 or 6
years quite a few people in Moscow have been devoting their time and
efforts to study the third world.

They have begun to realize that definitions like “left” and “right”
do not really make sense in the Middle East. Until very recently the
assumption in the Soviet Union was that once certain economic and
social changes take place, once the banks are nationalized, once the
state gets hold of the foreign trade monopoly, then the country will
be on the road to socialism.

Of late, Soviet analysts have been far more cautious in their
analyses.

SOVIET MOTIVATIONS

Mr. Bixegray. Would it be a fair interpretation of your statements,
both of you, that Soviet motivations today are more traditional nation-
alism, traditional expansionism of a great power, for example, than it
is an effort to explore an ideology ?

Dr. Laqueor. This is the $64 question always facing us. The Soviet
Union is a big power, it is also head of the Communist camp.

There is not the slightest doubt that ideology is now far less im-
portant in Soviet foreign policy than it was 30, 40, or 50 years ago.
On the other hand, it would be wrong, as some pragmatists, especially
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in England and America, arve doing, to write off ideology altogether.

All throughout the Communist world, the trend has been away
from “proletarian internationalism™ which was Lenin’s deepest con-
viction toward some form of national socialism.

Dr. DinerstEIN. It is very difficult to be precise about ideology be-
cause in a sense it fulfills the same function that religion fulfills in
other societies and in the Soviet Union as in other societies some people
are more religious than others, and you are more religious on one day
than on another day.

But there is a general world view that comes out of the ideology. It
provides a lookingglass through which they observe the world and
although they make changes and they realize owning the banks doesn’t
necessarily mean owning the country, they still have this general view
and they still would like to believe, although they sometimes have
doubts, they would like to believe that socialism is a better system than
capitalism.

So as far as their internal policy is concerned, they are still very much
committed to the proposition that socialism is better than capitalism
and if they were not committed to that, how could they explain all the
sacrifices demanded of the people? Thus the prospect of loss of control
of a Socialist country threatens their legitimacy, their right to rule, and
they have been very ruthless, rough and quick in meeting that threat.

Mr. Bingam. Would you apply that equally if it is a distant Social-
ist country ?

Dr. DixerstEIN. No: not if it is distant or if it is too big. Now, in
other words, you could have made as convincing an argument for a
Soviet invasion of China as a Czechoslovakia on the ground of Soviet
interests, But China’s size and the complex problems presented by an
invasion probably inhibited them.

I think if there were a crisis in Cuba and I can’t foresee one, so T
am talking in a very theoretical way, but if there were some kind of a
post-Castro government and there were a civil war of some kind in
(Cuba, it wonld be much more diflienlt for the Soviet Union to intercede
in that kind of thing and to proteet true socialism in Cuba as it did in
its own terms in Czechoslovakia. because it is distant.

Jut in general they are much more willing to pay high costs for
things that are defined as inside as belonging to them. Now T think
that when it comes to outside, and certainly the Nassers and the Sadats
of this world are outside, they are not considered belonging to the
Soviet Union, then T think they are much meore instrumental and
pragmatic, and they are subject to the same misjudgments as other
peonle are, in some ways even more.

On the whole in such situation they try to caleulate costs and bene-
fits. But this would not be the automatic response if a socialist state
were threatened.

U.8. MIDDLE EAST POLICY

Mr. Hayruron. Gentlemen, T would like to direct your attention to
the implications of your respective analyses to the American foreign
policy in the Middle East.

Just before he died. Dean Acheson wrote an article in which he
said that the first aim of American policy in the Middle East should
be to convince the Soviet leaders that direct involvement of their
own forces in the Middle East involves unacceptable rigks.
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One thing T want to know is if you agree with that, but to 2o he-
yond that a little bit, you have both indicated a kind of pessimism
about the efforts of the United States toward an interim settlement.

Before the United Nations the other day, Secrctary Rogers said
this was the only alternative for us to pursue at this time in the Middle
East policy. Dr. Dinerstein, you have spoken about the false assump-
tion we have had about Soviet efforts to communize the world. T am
having some difficulty in taking all of these things down and trying
to come up with some implications of these observations for Ameri-
can foreign poliey, so I would like to try to ask you to draw on vour
own analyses here and your background and tell us what you think
is richt and what is wrong with American foreign policy in the
Middle East today. ‘

1067 WAR

Dr. Dixerstrin. Tt is much easier to have a dish put in front of
you and say it wasn’t made quite right than to be asked to produce
it, so it is much easier to be a critic than to say what you should do
now. But T think it is fair to ask critics what they would do if they
had a choice.

I think the U.S. policy has to deal with the situation as it is. I
hope you ‘will forgive me if T make a slight excursion into the past
to make my point.

I think the United States had but. little choice and, has little choice
but to treat Israel as its client. I think that in many ways the United
States bears a large share of the responsibility for the 1967 war pre-
cisely because it was unwilling to make clear that it would suppor
the Israelis. *

Now in that war, to make a long story short, I think the Russians
tried to gain a quick political victory by pretending that the Israelis
were about to attack the Syrians and making believe that the Egvp-
tian semimobilization and Russian political support stopped this
threat, which really didn’t exist, and they set in position the whole
chain of events including the mobilization of the Egyptian armies,
which presented the Tsraelis with the stark choice between fighting or
waiting. :

This was a very difficult problem for the Israelis to solve internally,
but T think one of the precipitating causes of a change in the internal
alignment in Israel and a decision to go to war was the news they got
when they came to Washington. When they came to Washington
they were told that the Eisenhower-Dulles agreement conld not be
found, that no one knew where it was. But they had a copy with them.
They knew what happened across town when Mr. Rusk addressed a
Foreign Relations Committee and 50 people attended and almost
unanimously the Senators said one war at a time is all we want.

So the Tsraelis, after sending Eban back to Washington and sending
some other people to check everything out, decided that the United
States was not going to be very forthcoming and therefore they had
no choice but to react in a military way to the Egyptian mobilization.

So what T am saying is once you have the game set that the Soviet
Union is supporting one client and the United States is supporting
another client. regardless of whether von would want that situation
if we conld start all over, then I think the United States can only fail
to support its clients at the risk of unbalancing the whole situation.
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EVEN-TIANDEDNESS A8 POLICY

Mr. Hamrvros. You think all of the talk about evenhanded balance
and so forth, that it is detrimental to the cause of the Middle East?

Dr. Dixersrery. The assumption behind talking about evenhanded,
is that if you are fair, people respect fairness and repay you in kind.
[ think that is not true in politics in general, but certainly not in inter-
national politics. .

You can’t expect people to be grateful because you were fair. They
have to pursue what they perceive to be their own interests. So the
notion that the Arabs are somehow different from other people, that
if you are fair to them they will appreciate it and they will do things
against what their interests are, that is one assumption behind the
even-handed stance.

Sut T think the other assumption behind the evenhanded stance is
that somehow the United States can move away from supporting the
Israelis and be neutral. T think the only ones who believe that U.S.
neuntrality is possible are the proponents of evenhandedness. Neither
Israelis nor Arabs believe it. So I think the only way in which the
United States can extricate itself from being the supportér of one
party to the conflict is if the Soviet Union simultaneously does the
same, T don’t see any prospects of that.

So T think when we have to work out a policy which steers between
putting pressure on the Israelis to make the kind of settlement that we
believe might be acceptable to the Arabs. but not pressuring them so
much that they will stop listening to what we say.

Now that is a difficult diplomatic game, but that is the only thing
you can do with a client who has some independence and the Israelis
wave a great deal of independence. There really isn’t much choice, for
the United States. So T think evenhandedness is not a fruitful ap-
praisal because there isn’t enough necessity for the Egyptians and
the Israelis to make peace on terms which each of them thinks is dam-
aging to their interests.

Mr. Hayzron. How far do you go in rejecting the idea of even-
handedness? Does that mean that you cease support of the Arab
nations, military and other kinds of assistance that we give, for exam-
ple, to Jordan? Does it mean we sell Phantom jets to Israel when they
want them?

ITow do you translate your rejection of evenhandedness into
specifics?

NO PRECISE RECIPES

Dr. Dixerstrin. I think you can’t give precise recipes. Our policy
toward Jordan is not in conflict with the Israeli policy toward Jordan.
Jordan in many ways has been a concealed Israeli protectorate. The
Israelis have protected Jordan against Egyptian expansion in different
periods. _

The Israelis, as do we, certainly prefer the present government in
Jordan to the guerrillas. So there is not the big difference between
American policy and the Tsraeli policy towards Jordan, the difference
is tactical. But I think it is very difficult sitting on the sidelines to say
that we should have given the Israelis Phantoms 2 weeks earlier rather
than later.
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One cannot expect that the United States would give the Israelis
whatever they want. I think the Israelis would be very surprised if
they got whatever they asked for. They know that even between two
states which feel a coincidence of interest, the precise relationship is
established by a process of bargaining. Even in the period of the
closest Anglo-American confrontation during World War II, bar-
gaining characterized the relationship.

So Mr. Hamilton, I would expect that the Israeli-United States
relationship would be in a constant state of negotiation. But the major
point I am making is that the United States really has no choice but
to back the Israeli horse as long as the Soviets are backing the
Egyptian horse. Exactly how is another story.

Mr. RosextHAL. But at that very point, the Israelis almost don’t
have a choice because, according to your scenario, the Russians have
to have the stamp of peace to satisfy their needs in the Middle East.
The Israelis, according to what you said earlier, would get a shorter
end of the stick if it is a Russian stamp of peace, so the Israelis have
the same situation we have. They want to cooperate and not be too
recalcitrant to the point that the U.S. plan fails and the Russian plan
takes over, because at that point they will lose.

They have the same proll))lem we have of being independent, but not
being so independent as to cause Rogers to throw up his hands and go
home.

PRESENT ATTITUDE PREFERRED

Dr. Dinerstrin. I think if the Israelis really had to choose between
the present American attitude and a hy&)otheticnl American attitude

of complete disgust, they would pick the present one. But I don’t
think the Israelis have to worry too much about a Russian peace forced
on them by the United States, because the kind of proposals that the
Russians might make would not be very attractive to the Americans.

So I think the situation is that as long as the Americans are putting
pressure on the Israelis to make concessions to the degree that it will
satisfy the Egyptians, the American-Israeli relations will be strained.
But when the Americans give up that game and the Russians start to
put pressure on the Israelis to make the kind of concessions which
will make it possible for the Russians to deliver the Egyptians, Amer-
ican-Israeli relations will improve, because the United States will be
worried that the Israelis will give in, in desperation. You can’t expect
in the relations between any two powers that their interests should
be coincidental and that there shouldn’t be a great deal of friction
between them in this kind of relationship.

Mr. Hayauron. Dr. Laqueur, would you comment on the general
question, on the implications of your analysis for the U.S. policy in
the Middle East?

Dr. LaQurur. America should have a strong presence in the area.
not to dominate it, but to make it possible for the area to keep its
independence.

In foreign policies, it does not pay to be ambiguous, and I think
quite a few wars, including wars in recent times, could have been pre-
vented if there would have been less ambiguity. Tt could be made r-.]]ear'
to the Russians tactfully but forcefully that the United States has
at this time no intention to leave the area.
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As for the Arab-Israeli conflict, only time will provide a solution.
Meanwhile, attempts should be made to defuse a dangerous situation.
Mr. Hasrvron. Mr. Bingham.

PRESIDENTIAL POWERS LEGISLATION

Mr. Bixeray. Continuing this particular discussion, I wonder if you
would care to comment on this problem, There is, as you know, cur-
rently being considered in the Senate, legislation that would attempt
to define the President’s power to enter into hostilities without the ap-
proval of Congress.

If legislation were enacted that appeared to diminish the President’s
powers to rule militarily in the .\[iddL’ East. without prior approval by
Congress, what would be your view as to the effect of this on Soviet
thinking ?

Dr. Laguevr. My instinctive reaction would be against this, despite
the fact that there are great risks involved. But the danger facing a
demoeracy 1s that it is almest impossible anyway to have a foreign
policy which looks ahead more than a few months.

If the powers of the President—or the Prime Minister—are further
limited, then it will become almost impossible to pursue a foreign pol-
icy, and this is very dangerous in a world in which most states are not
democracies. It might reduce a democracy to impotence in foreign
affairs.

Mr. Bingaas. Dr, Dinerstein.

Dr. DixersteiN. T think T would put a different emphasis on that,
because once you answer that question, I start feeling less like an an-
alyst of international politics and more like an American voter. I share
the general mood in the country that we have had too much foreign
policy in the last few years, or too much foreign policy that has miscar
ried, that the interest costs have been enormous, that the Vietnamese
war has alienated a whole generation of our best young people, that
it has caused a demoralization that will take years to repair. With such
an attitude, one would like to see restraints on the Executive,

I agree with Mr. Lagueur that you don’t get anything for nothing;
and if you introduce those restraints, vou pay a certain price for them
in flexibility. But I think at the present juncture of American political
life, I would be prepared to pay that price largely because I think
that what we need is a détente in American domestie life ag much and
even more than we need a détente with the Russians.

Ve have to have a period of domestic peace and tranquility where
the divisions which have become so disturbing in our own society are
closed. So T think that if the Clongress indicated by a resolution or by
some partial legislation that they were going to exert a larger role in
the key question of war or peace, it would have a deterrent effect on
whoever was in the White House.

So on the whole, viewing it more from the domestic angle than from
the international angle, T would favor such restrictions.

CONGRESSION AL RESTRAINT

Mr. Binerian. Tt is possible that there could be a measure that
would provide a greater degree of congressional restraint. but not
necessarily at the instant of the crisis. Some of the proposals suggest
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that Congress should approve any military action within 30 days after
it is initiated ; and another type of approach, which is my own, is that
either House should be able to veto whatever the President does at
any time.

But 1 am concerned, as Dr. Laqueur is, that anything that seems to
signal to the Soviets that the United States might be impotent to move
in the Middle East, is going to create a greater degree of confidence
on the part of the Soviets that they ean do more or less as they please.

For example, we ought to make it abundantly clear what the 6th
Fleet is there for. I took that to mean there would be a response in
the event of some Soviet military intervention. But if we flag in ad-
vance that this is going to be subject to congressional debate, aren’t we
just inviting a greater degree of lack of caution on the part of the
Soviets?

Dr. Dinerstrin. It is pretty clear now that the Soviets believed that
we would not respond in Korea, that we were not interested in Southern
Korea, and that is why we had withdrawn the bulk of our forces. Thus
they were shocked that we did respond so promptly.

I think their misjudgment was understandable because no one in
Washington knew the day before how Truman would decide. The
Soviets also believed that we wonld not respond in Cuba when they
put their missiles in.

They have made mistakes and from them have learned that
yon must not assume that if the United States is passive on Monday it
will not react sharply on Tuesday, thus while I think it is possible that
thev would be somewhat misled by congressional desire to participate
in the formation of policy, they have learned from experience that

U.S. response, Executive and legislative, to a new threat can be very
rapid.

NOT THE REAL ISSUE

But T don’t think that is the real issue. T don’t think that the issue is
the T.S. President wants to get the United States involved in a war
in the Near East and the Congress doesn’t want him to. T don’t think
that is really the issue.

I think the issue, is that even if you agree that the President has a
right to react immediately when the safety of American forces are
involved or American personnel is attacked, it does not mean then that
for the next 10 years that everything that flows out of that initial
decision has to be rubberstamped ?

I can understand how the Congress feels, that it is very hard to vote
against appropriations to support American citizens who are fighting.
But that is like the question : “When did you stop beating your wife ?”

But T don’t believe that legislation which accepted the President’s
right to respond immediately and independently in the first hours of
the crisis, but insisted that the Congress be hroueht in as soon as pos-
sible and consulted at each stage where new commitments were made.
would give the Soviet Union false notions about our determinafion to
safeguard our interests.

Mr. Biveray. T think we are not in disagreement then at all, be-
cause T agree with that and T agree with your analysis of what the
situation in Vietnam has done to the American body politic.
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Would a treaty arrangement between the United States and Israel
either bringing Israel into NATO, which is occasionally discussed, or
some bilateral treaty arrangement which would make it elear that the
United States was obligated to defend Israel against the Soviet attack
contribute to—well, to put the case generally, what would the impact
of that be on Soviet policy ?

Dr. Lagueuvr. Anything which reduces ambiquity should be wel-
come and any such form of treaty agreement, in theory at any rate,
would be welcome. Tt would as far as the Soviet Union is concerned
reduce the element of doubt and uncertainty. On the other hand, T
doubt whether this is practical politics because I do not know how
p&nch support there would be in this country and in NATO for this
idea.

NATO anyway faces a erisis and it is doubtful whether it would
want to accept new members.

Mr. Bingranm. So am I. T was asking the question to highlight my
concern about what the Soviet feeling is and if they faced a definite
situation of that kind, I think you have answered the question that this
would contribute.

Dr. Laqurur. Provided such a treaty is credible.

GREEK GUERRILLAS

Mr, Bixeraym. Let me ask you a couple of very specific questions.

I was a little surprised just historically, Dr. Dinerstein, in your
statement that the Soviets had not supported the Greek guerrillas; is
that well established today ? Tt certainly was not at the time, as T recall
it.

Dr. DizerstEIN. I must say I was surprised, and the first people who
appraised me of it were Yugoslavs who explained to me that when
they were supporting the Greek guerrillas, the Soviet Union wasn’t
and that was one of the main causes of their disagreement with the
Soviet Union.

It is quite clear to me that the Soviet Union opposed the Greek
guerrilla movement in 1944, 1945, and 1946. You could tell from read-
ing Pravda, but T don’t know if the Soviet Union shifted from dis-
couraging the Greek guerrilla movement toward supporting it when
they thought it began to have a chance.

There the evidence was not clear and T have no judgment, The So-
viets opposed to Greek guerrilla movement for good reasons. They
thought it would fail, they thought that the United States and Great
Britain were more sensitive to the positions in Greece, than in Poland
or in Hungary, and would react, as in fact they did.

So that from the Soviet point of view the Greek guerrillas did
the Soviet Union a disservice because they were probably as much
responsible for the Truman doctrine and the Marshall plan as any-
body else.

Mr. Brxenay. Was our intelligence at fault at the time in linking
this to the Soviet aggressiveness?

Mvr. Drxerstern. I think what you have is a kind of selective hear-
ing, In international relations and domestic relations you never hear
what you are unprepared to hear, it just doesn’t come through the
noise. It seems to me retrospectively you can make out a very per-
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suasive case, not a conclusive case, but a very persuasive case that for
the most of the period and certainly for the period that the Truman
doctrine was enunciated, that the Soviet Union was opposed to the
Greek guerrilla movement as being unwise.

Now I can’t mention his name for reasons you will understand,
but a good friend of mine who helped draft the Truman doctrine and
helped write the speeches and who had access to all the information
that our Government had access to, has told me—that there was no
inkling in the American Government that the Soviets opposed the
Greek effort,

I think such failures in intelligence are common. T have had ocea-
sion in my career before I came to Johns Hopkins, to use intelli-
gence materials, They are so voluminous that the choice nuggets are
often missed, or fail to make their way upward and command the
attention of the people who are making the policy, who are dealing
with all the areas at once.

So I think it is too bad that the United States didn’t realize that there
was more room for negotiation in Greece than there was. T don’t think
it is abnormal that they weren’t aware of it.

FINLAND AND TIHE SOVIET UNION

Mr. Bixeuam. Dr. Laqueur, I think you remarked, if I don’t mis-
quote you, about the foreign policy of Finland with regard to its exter-
nal affairs that it was under the domination of the Soviet Union.
Isn’t that going too far? Isn't it a case that while Finland is certa inly
not going to do anything that the Soviet Union would consider a hos-
tile act, would consider as a major action outside of that sphere, that
Finland has followed a remarkably independent foreign policy line
at the United Nations, for instance, the candidacy of their own person
for Secretary-General ? Weren't you being a little unkind to Finland ?

Dr. Laqureur. T should have said the “right of veto.” At times the
Soviet Union has made liberal use of this and the Finns have refrained
to do anything which might offend their powerful neighbors.

Mr. Brxeaaym. One final question. T am a little puzzled as to what
vour feeling is about the Soviet attitude toward possible solution of
the Arab-Israeli dispute. On the one hand. T think in response to a
question you said that you expressed a more usnal view that if the
Arab-Tsraeli dispute were solved, the Soviets would have no exeuse to
maintain their large forces, elements in the Middle East. and that this
would be to their disadvantage.

On the other hand, T understood you to say in your paper that the
Arab-Tsraeli dispute was becoming a nuisance because so long as it
existed, the Arabs would be nationalists first and that the chances of
getting them to turn toward communism would be greater if that dis-
pute were solved.

Now I see some inconsistency there and T wonder if you can resolve
it for me,

Dr. Laqurur. You have put your finger on a real inconsistency. But
I ought to say in mitigation that the inconsistency is inherent in the
situation. The Soviet Union carefully weighs advantages and dis-
advantages of various courses of actions.

If there would be peace tomorrow the chances of survival of certain
Arab countries would not be very good. They survive as a result of
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the general climate of national solidarity in the Arab world in which
all the conflicts are swept under the carpet.

The moment there will be peace, all of these conflicts will come out
with a vengeance. But this does not mean that the United States should
not work for peace in the Middle East.

As for the Soviet Union, peace means that its military presence will
lose to a certain extent. Its raison d’étre, which, of course, is undesir-
able from the Soviet point of view. On the other hand the political
situation of—shall we call them “friends of the Soviet Union”—will be
much easier once the present climate of national solidarity no longer
exists, once all the tensions and conflicts come to the fore.

So there is a contradiction here, but the contradiction is inherent in
the situation.

Mr. Bixeuaar. Could we call it a case of slushing ?

BOVIET EXPLANATIONS OF MIDWEST POLICY

Mr. Haxiron. One of the favorite terms in American foreign
policy today is lower profile and lower posture. I take it from what
you have said, the same sentiment is developing within the Soviet
Union perhaps, and that they are beginning to wonder whether their
imvestments are paying off.

How do the Soviets explain internally their very large investment
‘”1 1 |1'(‘ ‘\. [':(I] \\'(J['!il l(JE]iI_\' 1

Dr. Laqueur, There is an element of eriticism no doubt. People are
grumbling, saying why should we give these people billions worth of
arms and aid. What do we get out of it? But Russia is not a democracy
and the impact of public opinion is strictly limited—unlike in this
country,

On the whole, many Russians are proud that their country is now a
superpower, whereas to many people in this country this is something
undesirable, immoral, anti-American. For this reason, Russians are
more willing to shonlder commitments abroad. But of course, they are
not asked.

This does not mean that there is no grumbling about commitments
and obligations of a big power, but I would say that there is a real
difference between the political climate in the two countries.

SOVIET-ISRAELI RELATIONS

Mr. Hayiuron. Do you think the Soviets will try to reestablish diplo-
matie relations with Israel in the near future?

Dr. Laqurvr. T think they are moving in that direction. T do not
believe that they envisage the full diplomatic relations, but rather to
aim at something like the American representation in Egypt. Prob-
ably they would like to have a few representatives in the Finnish
Embassy which acts as a caretaker.

Mr. Hasymron. What impact does the problem of Soviet Jewry
have on their Middle East policy ?

Dr. Laquror. It has little direct impact even though it is a real
problem from the Soviet point of view, and while they cannot solve
the problem they try to make it less acute.

er. Hanrrrox. Is it your impression that the Soviet Union has coun-

seled military restraints to Egypt in their relationship to Israel?
Dr. LaQuUEUR. Yes.




SUEZ CANAL

Mr. Hamiuron. How important is it to the Soviet Union to open up
the Suez Canal ¢

Dr. Laqueur. It is a matter of some importance which, however, is
frequently exaggerated. The Soviet Union for a variety of strategic
and commercial reasons would like to see the canal opened, so would
Italy, so would France. But it is not under any strong urgent imimne-
diate pressure. It could wait, if necessary, for years.

PERSIAN GULF

Mr. Hamivron, With the developments in the Persian Gulf and
the Indian Ocean, what do you see developing in terms of Soviet pol-
icy in that area as the British withdraw ?

Dr. Laqgueur. The general direction of the Persian Gulf has been
one of the traditional spheres of interest not only of the Soviet Union,
but of czarist Russia.

Once the British withdraw, and I do not envisage the emergence
of a strong local force, I think it is quite likely that within a number
of years the Soviet Union will emerge as a dominant force in this
area. It has already told the Arabs that it is willing to be responsible
for the defense of the area.

Mr. Haymron. Yes, we thank you very much for your excellent
statements and also your responses.

(The full text of Mr. Dinerstein’s statement follows:)

Sovier Poricies IN UNDERDEVELOPED COUNTRIES

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-Committees: I thank you for the op-
portunity to address this hearing. We shall proceed in this examination from a
consideration of the lowest Soviet priorities in undeveloped countries to the
highest. Since we in the United States have tended to regard the lowest priority
Soviet goals as the most dangerous to our interests, and have framed our policies
accordingly it is useful to start at the bottom of the Soviet scale of priorities.

The lowest Soviet priority in underdeveloped countries is to bring these coun-
tries to socialism through the instigation, or the support of, 2 communist revolu-
tion. I shall be arguing that the Soviet leaders and writers generally mean what
they say in insisting that they do not believe in exporting revolution. Soviet
leaders, whenver they are accused of meddling in the affairs of other countries,
respond like a jack-in-the-box with a quotation from Lenin which warns of the
folly of exporting revolution and then sit back smugly as if they have proved
something. The very automaticity of the Soviet response to the charge of pro-
moting revolution produces knowing, unbelieving smiles. But the historical record
shows that the obviously self-serving Soviet claim is nevertheless valid. Let us
examine the reasons for the cautious Soviet behavior.

BOCIAL REVOLUTION COSTLY

The costs of promoting social revolutions in foreign countries—whether they
fail or succeed, are not negligible. If the revolution fails it discredits the loeal
communist party and the Soviet Union whether the latter had actually inspired
!he revolt or found itself unable to repudiate a native revolutionary movement
in which the local communist party was involved. Also an abortive revolution
almost always damages whatever diplomatic efforts the Soviet government is
pursuing at the time. Most governments do react sharply to efforts to subvert
them, their leaders being unwilling to lose their posts, not to mention their heads.
It is only natural that this sober view of the costs of unsuccessful attempts at
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revolutions has affected the Soviet analysis of their chances for success. As we
know, they were opposed unavailingly to Tito's, Mao's and the Greek guerillas’
plans, In each case, they calculated that the time for revolution had not yet come,
and that U.8. fears of communist expansion would cause a hardening of U.S.
policy toward the Soviet Union. The Soviet leaders withheld support from Tito,
Mao and the Greek guerrilla leader Markos, and as we all know Tito and Mao
succeeded despite Soviet misgivings. But the United States was frightened by
the expansion of communism and therefore changed its policy toward the Soviet
Union. I am not suggesting that in the Soviet easting up of balance sheets, a
successful communist revolution is not well worth intensified imperialist hostility.
What I am insisting on is that when the expectation is that a communist revolu-
tion will fail, the cost of increased imperialist hostility is considered as
unnecessary.

With the exception of Czechoslovakia, communist revolutions have all oceurred
in poor countries. This has meant high maintenance costs for the Soviet Union.
These newly communist poor countries must either go through the heroie period
of capitalist accumulation as did the Soviet Union in the twenties and thirties
of they must founder, or they must continue with the support of the Soviet
Union. The economic costs of the support of the Chinese revolution may not
have been high by American standards but they were much more than the
Soviet Union wanted to pay and the results from the Soviet point of view
have been deplorable. The Cuban case is somewhat different. Costs have Leen
very high, but on balance the Soviet leaders probably felt that Castro's con-
version to communism has demonstrated that communism has not reached its
limit of expansion and that has made it worthwhile.

U.8. AND BOVIET ASSUMPTIONS

This picture of Soviet restraint and caution hardly accords with Soviel deci-
siveness, the willingness to shoulder risks and assume heavy costs which have
characterized their conduet in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 196S.
But one must distinguish between taking risks for possible gain and the assump-
tion of costs to prevent a loss., On this question the United States and the
Soviet Union share almost identical assumptions. For both the domino theory

of international politics is a self-evident theorem of universal applicability.
Thus the United States has felt that the loss of any position: West Berlin,
Cuba, Taiwan, South Vietnam, Santo Domingo are obvious cases, would auto-
matically lead to rapid and unacceptable further losses of countries within the
American system. Similarly the Soviet Union has viewed the loss of East Ger-
many, Poland, Hungary, or Czechoslovakia as the first of what would inevitably
become a series which wonld not only shatter the international position of the
Soviet Union but which would undermine communism in the Soviet Union.
Given such an apocolyptic vision, it is no wonder that the Soviet Union has
been firm, decisive and willing to incur high costs. Parenthetically, one might
remark that on the whole the United States has behaved in the same fashion.
The response to threats or perceived threats in West Berlin, in Taiwan, in
Cuba, in Santa Domingo and Vietnam have heen relatively prompt and the
costs high. But fo collapse the distinction between willingness to pay a lot to
avoid losses, and the readiness to pay a lot to make gains is to beclond our
understanding. Even at the height of the Cold War, Mr. Dulles, despite his
genuine attachment to the battle against communism, was most reluctant to
incur risks to make gains when opportunities were offered : the uprising in
East Berlin in 1953 and the revolution in Budapest in 1956, i
Another Soviet goal in underdeveloped countries is to extend the influence of the
Soviet Union. This is the kind of vague and mouthfilling phrase which is often
devoid of content. But I shall argue that it means something in this case. Calling
it Great Poweritis might make it more concrete, The Soviet Union, like the Rus-
sian empire, focused its foreign policy on bordering countries, and saw the op-
portunities for her expansion and threats to her survival as coming from and
through these countries. Since World War II and especially since the Soviet
acquisition of inter-continental military means (which neatly coincided with the
death of Stalin) the Soviet Union has seen its opportunities as global and the
threats to its own existence as coming from every quarter of the globe. Quite
simply, the Soviet leaders felt that the time had come to play a role everywhere
in the world as Great Britain had in its heyday and the United States was now
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doing. The U.S. resolve to hold the line in Europe made the extension of Soviet
influence there a dangerous game and the only areas where the Soviet Union
could safely play the Great Power game was in the areas uncommitted to the
United States by political and military alliances. By the time the United States
had completed its alliance building in 1955, all the industrialized countries in the
world (save Sweden and Switzerland) had been included and the Soviet Union
had to begin its career as a global power in extending its influence in the poor
countries of the world. The Soviet Union felt that the first step in gaining in-
fluence in these areas was to push its opponents out—and the means were readily
at hand—the movements of independence and national self-assertion in the colo-
nies. An early and instructive case is the Soviet support of the Jewish revolu-
tionaries in Palestine in 1947 and 1948. The Soviet Union had no sympathy with
Zionism, which was proseribed in the Soviet Union and could not have expected
that the Zionists wanted to create a new communist state in Palestine, The pur-
pose was to hasten the recession of the British presence in the Eastern Medi-
terranean. Similarly in 1958 when Soekarno became convinced that the C.I.A.
had promoted a revolution in Indonesia, he readily accepted the Soviet offer of
large scale military assistance. Once the rival is excluded as in Egypt or Indo-
nesia, or the Soviet Union is admitted to competition as in India, the effort to ex-
tend influence begins. We shall postpone an evaluation of precisely what that
influence has meant and first examine how it has been extended.

SEILLFUL SOVIET POLICY

The Soviet Union has conducted its policy in the underdeveloped areas of the
world with a skill and deftness that stands in sharp contrast to the elumsiness and
brutality of its policy toward socialist allies, The reason is not too far to seek, The
Nassers, the Soekarnos, the Nehrus and the Allendes are not communists and
therefore the Soviets expect only that they will be useful in redncing Ameri-
can power and extending Soviet power. Failure does not mean a erisis for the
Socialist state system, merely a reverse, Therefore, policy has been conducted
with, as international politics goes, a qunite reasonable and sensible calcula-
tion of possible gains over possible costs. The failures of the Nassers and the
Soekarnos do not mean the end of the world and the Soviet Union has been
remarkably cold blooded about taking defeats and starting over again.

Another reason for the relative success of the Soviet Union can hest he ex-
amined by contrasting it with the United States policy in underdeveloped areas.
For a long time the United States policy in underdeveloped areas was based
on the assumption that if somehow we eould stimulate economic progress and
development, we would be able to stop the spread of communism. This was an
enormons task; it meant that the United States had to try to influence the
course of events in many different countries of the world and to make it worse
the people in charge of this policy had rather rigid, if not to say doctrinaire,
notions about how economic progress and development shonld proceed combined
with the fear that failure fo bring economie plenty and demoeracy to these eoun-
tries would offer great opportunities for the spread of communism. This meant
that the United States could intervene in the economie, political and sometimes
military affairs of any country that was not already part of the socialist state
system, By confrast, the Soviet Union which was not defending itself against
faceless and omnipresent dangers but simply seeking to maximize its influence
in promising areas could concentrate its efforts and put relatively large re-
sonrces in a few areas and satisfy itself with a token presence elsewhere.

A few selective instances may serve to illustrate Soviet flexibility. In Tndo-
nesia despite Soekarno’s displacement and the destruction of the communist
party of Indonesia in 1965 the Soviet Union has continued to maintain a position
and to deny the United States a monopoly. If the major Soviet goals were to
make Indonesia a communist country there would be little point in making ifs
neace with a government which destroyed the communist party with an almost
classic brutality. But since the goal of the Soviet Union in Indonesia is not to
leave the field elear for the United States and to promote its relations with gov-
ernments which view China as a rival, the Soviet Union finds it no difficulty in
proceeding along this power polities line.

In the Indian sub-continent the Soviet Union has on the whole heen much
more suecessful than the United States. Both powers have to deal with one of
the oldest problems in diplomacy: to win the favor of two states claiming the
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same territory. Whatever the Pakistanis and the Indians say in public they view
the Soviet Union as a country which is mainly interested in maximizing its own
power and as a country which can be quite ruthless in that pursuit. The Soviet
Union has been able to balance between the two parties much more successfully
than the United States. Pakistan had everything to gain when the Soviet Union
abandoned the policy of supporting India only. Since the U.S. had treaty com-
mitments to Pakistan and seemed unlikely to substitute for its treaty with
Pakistan a treaty with India, the Indians could not threaten to drop the Rus-
sians because they had made friends with the Pakistanis.

INDIAN DISAPPOINTMENT WITH U.S.

To oversimplify the matter it is precisely because the Indians have expected
the United States to be benevolent and the Soviet Union to be self-seeking that
they are deeply disappointed in the United States and accept the Soviet pursuit
of its own interests as one of the realities of life.

In the Near East the Soviet Union came in at the invitation of Egypt in 1955.
The original goal was to challenge first the British and then the American
monopoly of influence in the area, But the Soviet commitment to Egypt has ex-
panded so greatly, that now a Soviet goal is to retain its presence in Egypt. I
shall not expand on this question because you have other testimony on that sub-
ject. I shall confine myself to saying that despite all the Soviet blunders, and
there have been many, the Israelis cannot make peace in this area without the
cooperation of the Soviet Union and the United States cannot impose a *‘just
solution”—whatever that might be—on the Egyptians and Israelis. Therefore,
if and it is a big if, some kind of peace comes to the area it will bear a Soviet
stamp. True the Soviet Union has paid a large price for this accretion of influ-
ence but a generation ago it had no influence at all.

I am aware that there is a seeming inconsistency in my presentation thus far.
How it might well be asked, does this picture of limited Soviet goals pursued
with limited means square with the Soviet support of communism in Cuba, and
Vietnam, a support which has been of critical if not essential importance. In
both cases, the Soviet Union was reluctant to support a venture, for the reasons
I have outlined, which seemed to have little prospects of a suecess, But in Cuba,
when Castro announced his conversion to communism and for reasons difficult for
the Soviet Union to fathom, the United States broke off its intervention in April
1961, communism seemed to have a good chance. A live communist infant was
not the same as the possibilities of a pregnancy. Enthusiasm for this adopted
child has had its ups and downs, but neither has it been abandoned nor does it
seem likely to be.

While Khrushchev was in power the Soviet Union was extremely stand-offish
in its relations with North Vietnam and offered little except advice. However, at
the beginning of 1965, with the large scale bombing of North Vietnam and the
introduction of large numbers of American troops, the Soviet Union for the first
time had to face the political and psychological losses attendant upon the unop-
posed intervention of the United States in a country allied to the Soviet Union.
Under these pressures, and not to be minimized, the pressure of competition with
communist China, the Soviet Union has provided very effective military and eco-
nomie assistance to North Vietnam whose effects have been felt in South Viet-
nam. To summarize: the Soviet Union is reluctant to support communist move-
ments before they have succeeded but once they are established it has, in its own
view, very little choice in the matter.

BOVIETS FOLLOW BRITISH MODEL

What are the future prospects of Soviet involvement in the affairs of poor
countries which are not in any of the alliance systems or which like Chile, in
South America, have to all intents and purposes severed their relationship with
the United States alliance system. On the whole the Soviet Union has been me-
chanically trying to replicate the British model. As someone has said rather
facetiously, but pereeptively, the Soviets want to restore the British lifeline to
India. But the gituation in the last three decades of the twentieth century is very
different from that situation in the last decades of the nineteenth century and
the first decade of the twentieth century. In the earlier period, colonies were
rightly or wrongly viewed by both the eolonial peoples and the imperial powers
as important aceretions to the strength of the imperial power. But now their siz-
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nificance is different. Instead of a string of colonies and protectorates upon which
the sun never sets, a great power now collects importunate, and ultimately always
dissatisfied clients. Colonies used to provide revenues ; now clients make economic
demands and cause diplomatic complications. In the early part of the twentieth
century, the British navy protected the lifeline to India, the chain of colonies and
protectorates stretching from Gibraltar to the Indian Ocean, and the British
navy in the Indian Ocean was the symbol of British power and its determination
to remain in India indefinitely. But now when a communist India is a nightmare
for Soviet leaders, the presence of the Soviet navy in the Indian Ocean is simply
a feature of Great Poweritis and of only limited utility in the pursuit of limited
Soviet goals in India,

Now the collection of expensive and demandine clients is a1 sucker's game.
To a certain extent in areas where competition has abated, like Sub-Saharan
Africa, the Soviet Union and the United States have understood that more
clients means more trouble, not more glory. But in areas where emotional and
political commitments have been made there seems to be no easy way of shaking
off the Great Power burden which I have argued is quite different in quality
from the imperial burden. T believe that in the long run the Soviet Union and
the United States will sharply limit their economic and political involvement
in the affairs of struggling nations which have little to add to the power of the
Great Powers. But international politics is not a question of the long run:
international politics deals in the present and in the proximate future. And in

this period one can only expect continued turmoil and difficulties for the Great
Powers.

(The full text of Mr. Laqueur’s statement follows ),

TeEsTIMONY oF WALTER LAQUEUR
BOVIET DILEMMAS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

It is the object of this presentation to define Soviet expectations and intentions
in the Middle Bast with particular reference to the Arab world and to outline
the main problems facing Soviet policy at this time. It is not my intention to
give an historical account of Soviet policy in the Middle East : the developments
that have led to the present stage are described and analyzed in two books of
mine: “The Soviet Union and the Middle East” (1958) and “The Struggle for
the Middle East” (1969 and 1971). The interest of the Soviet Union in the
Middle East is that of a super power (which, unlike the United States, is not,
or at any rate, not yet, a status quo power) in an adjacent area that offers
good prospects for extending its political and military influence. Several circum-
stances have favoured these designs: The area is militarily weak, politieally
unstable and divided, economically, with a few exceptions, underdeveloped.
Unlike Western Furope the Middle East—with the exception of Turkey—is not
part of the Western defence system. The risks the Soviet Union is likely to
incur in its forward policy in the area are therefore infinitely less than in
Europe, or indeed in many other parts of the world. Having said this I ought to
add immediately that I do not think direct Soviet military involvement in the
area at present is very likely: at any rate, not substantially in excess of what
there is already. While the Chinese danger is uppermost in Soviet minds, Moscow
has other more urgent preoccupations: To neuntralize Western Europe, on the
basis of the status quo, to pursue an active role in the Indian subcontinent, to
bring about the withdrawal of American forces from Europe and other parts
of the world.

CONTROLLED TENSION A GOAL

This is mot to say that the Middle East no longer enjoys high priority in
Soviet strategy, it sitnply means that the Soviet leaders want at present no
more than controlled tension in the area. It seems to be clear that direct Soviet
military involvement in the area, quite apart from the risk of a wider con-
flagration, would defeat some of their designs elsewhere such as the European
Secarity Conference to which they attribute at present greater importance. The
Boviet leaders seem to have realized that it is impossible to combine a detenie
even in the limited sense (as they interpret it), with a war involving Soviet
forees in the Middle Past.
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But I ought to add two cateats to this seemingly reassuring perspective :
Once the Soviet Union will be under less pressure from China, once it has
made more progress in Europe, once it has restored “order” as far as the un-
ruly satellites are concerned, it will no doubt pursue a more determined policy
in the Middle East involving higher risks. The second caveat is this: I have
spoken so far about Soviet intentions and policies, about the controlled tension,
which seems best to serve its purposes, But the Soviet Union is not in full con-
trol in the Middle BEast, not even after having conecluded a pact with Egypt which
provides for very close ties indeed between the two countries. The tension may
get out of control; one can imagine more than one such scenario in the context. In
this case, and if things should go badly for its allies, the Soviet Union may well
find itself drawn into a direct military engagement despite the fact that this
would be contra indicated as far as other, more important Soviet interests are
concerned.

The attractions of the Middle East as far as the Soviet Union is concerned
can be easily defined. Geographicully proximity is an obvious factor. Ten years
ago, or even five, I would not have mentioned oil in this context, for until re-
cently the Soviet Union was self-sufficient in this respect. But Soviet (and
Eastern European) consumption is now outstripping production and there is
little doubt that toward the end of the present decade Middle Eastern oil will
figure as a major factor in Soviet strategy. But more important than economic
and even military factors (such as bases in Egypt and elsewhere) are politieal
considerations, even if these may appear at first sight somewhat abstract and
intangible, Expansion in a southward direction has been one of the constant
factors in Russian foreign policy for more than two hundred years. Further-
more, and more concretely, if the Middle East became an exclusive Soviet sphere
of influence this would have far reaching repercussions on the situation in
Europe as well as in Africa and Asia. 1t would constitute, in fact, a radical
change in the global balance of power. It is not my assignment here to deseribe in
detail the probable consequences : they are all too obyious,

Soviet policy in the Middle East at present aims, very briefly, aft the neutrali-
zation of Turkey and Tran and at the installation in the Arab world of regimes
on which it ean rely for close collaboration on the pattern established under
President Nasser. The general assumption bekind this poliey was that power
in the Arab countries is bound fo pass gradually into the hand of people even
more closely identified with Soviet policies. It was generally expected that there
would be ups and downs in this process and occasional setbacks. But about the
general trend of development there is (or to be precise: was—until recently)
little doubt in Moscow. There is no denying that events in Egypt, Syria, Algeria
and other countries in the nineteen sixties seemed to bear out Soviet expecta-
tions, There was a progessive radicalisation in domestic affairs in these coun-
tries as well as growing identification with Soviet policies: factories and banks
were nationalized, important sections of the state apparatus were revamped
according to the Soviet model ete. But beyond a certain point the Soviet Union
has so far failed to make progress and therefore more sober thoughts have pre-
vailed in Moscow about the rate of political progress not only in the Middle
East but in the third world in general.

SOVIET POTENTIAL IN MIDDLE EAST

To amplify what T mean I have to refer in some detail to the circumstances
which have favoured, and still favour the Soviet advance in the Middle East and
to the factors that impede it. I have already mentioned the intrinsie weakness
of the area—political, military, and economie, To this one should add the short-
girhtedness and political inexperience of some of its leaders. These are no doubt
absolutely genuine in their frequent professions of unswerving devotion to na-
tional independence. But the result of the policies they have pursued has not
bheen to strengthen their independence: on the contrary, they have become de-
pendent from the Soviet Union to a growing degree. True enough, there have been
growing misgivings in the Arab world—not only since the recent events in the
Sudan. But to assuage these misgivings it is nusually argued that the Soviet Union
is a disinterested country which in contrast to the Western imperialists hag no
deslre to interfere in internal Arab affairs. The simple geopolitical facts of poli-
tical life have not yet been fully accepted in the Arab world : The mistaken idea
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still persists that the Soviet Union is not only a benevolent but also a geo-
graphically distant country. (The distance between the Egypt and Soviet bor-
der-—not to mention Iraq and Syrian—is in actual fact less than that between
Cairo and Khartum or between Cairo and Tripoli). The countries of the Middle
East have been sidetracked by their internal quarrels to such an extent, that the
quéstion whether an Egyptian (or Syrian or Iraqi) vietory over Israel wonld he
worthwhile if it could be achieved only at the price of Egypt's independence is
brushed aside as irrelevant. Whatever Arah feelings about Israel this state does
not constitute a serious threat to the independence and sovereignty of the Arab
countries, for the simple reason that a small country is not a big power and that
moreover there is no “Israeli party” in Cairo, Damascus, and Baghdad which
could seize power from within. There is, on the other hand, a “Russian party”

which as recent events have shown is a strong contender for leadership. Yet in
most Arab eyes Israel is still the main, not the lesser danger : Somehow, it is
argued, they will get rid of the Russians once Israel is defeated and the Arab
world will then regain its full independence and freedom of action. It is a strik-
ing example of what some Marxist philosophers call “false consciousness” and

it helps to understand why Soviet policy has encountered so far an exceedingly
favorable psychological climate.

COMPLICATIONS ARISE

But the more deeply the Soviet Union has become involved in the Middle East,
the more complicated its position. To a certain extent this was an inevitable
process: While the West was “in”, and the Soviet U'nion “out” in the Middle Bast,
Moscow did not have to take sides—just as it could be on friendly terms with
both India and Pakistan, to give an example from another part of the world. The
West had the monopoly of committing mistakes, whereas the Soviet Union could
ao no wrong. Progressive involvement in Arab affairs meant that Moscow has
had to choose, to join sides in the many existing conflicts. The existence of Com-
munist parties and pro-Russian factions in the Arab world is the main bone of
contention but by no means the only one. The Soviet Union cannot at one and
the same time support General Numeiry and those who want to overthrow his
regime ; it can be tried—but the attempt is bound to fail. If the Soviet Union were
just a big power the dilemmas facing it would be less acute. But sinee it is also
the head of the world Communist movement, its position has become even more
difficult. It cannot opt out entirely from its commitments to its local followers
without causing fatal damage to the legitimacy of its claims for leadership—and
this at a time when its authority as the leader of the Communist camp is in
dispute anyway.

Soviet policy makers have become reconciled to the fact that political power
in the Arab world—certainly in the so called “progressive countries”—will re-
main for a long time to come in the hands of military juntas, rather than politi-
cal parties supporting Moscow. This, from the Soviet point of view, is not per se
a major disaster. Since the Communist bloc lost its monolithic character, the
Soviet Union can no longer count on the automatie support of other Communist
parties, unless it also happens to be in physical domination of the country con-
cerned. Albania is Communist and Finland is nof, but there is little doubt that
Soviet policy makers vastly prefer the Helsinki over the Tirana government.
To give another example: Many Communist parties dissented from the Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 whereas the military governments of Egvpt,
Syria or Algeria supported it without reservation. The Soviet leaders may there-
fore be forgiven for reaching the conclusion that in a critical situation they can
rely more on clients than on purely ideologically motivated supporters. The
advantages of having to deal with non-Marxist rulers are obvious: Considera-
tion of “proletarian internationalism” of “socialist humanism” ete. are not likely
to enter the picture. The clients can be relied upon to support Soviet poliey,
becanse they need Soviet help.

And yet, there is a basie element of uncertainty with regard to the political
orientation of these military regimes and the situation is by no means satis-
factory from the Soviet point of view. Ten years ago Soviet poliecy makers were
far more optimistic abont the intentions and political prospects of the military
dietatorships in the third world than at present. The reasoning at the time was
briefly this: Military leaders such as Nasser were “radical demoerats in uni-
form.” Even though their outlook was as yet beclouded by certain petty bourgeois
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prejudices it was assumed that the “objective logic” of events would carry them
into much closer collaboration with the Communists and the Soviet Union than
they had originally envisaged and intended. For they were not acting in a politi-
cal vacunm ; once the means of production had been nationalized and capitalism
was on the way out, the ruling officers, needing a political mass basis, were
bound to turn to “scientific socialism”: i.e., to the Communists, For only these
could provide the doctrine and the political know-how needed for the mobiliza-
tion of the masses,
HALF-TRUE NOTIONS

In recent years it has been realized that this appraisal has been overoptimistie,
Communism found it difficult at the time to understand fascism because economie
factors were not sufficient to explain Hitler’s and Mussolini’s policy. In a similar
way Communists now begin to realize—though they are as yet from a full under-
standing—that their previous notions about the situation in the Middle East
were at best half true, Economie changes do not necessarily have the expected
political results, military leaders ean turn with equal ease “left” and “right” in
rapid succession, to apply terms of classification which should be used as sparingly
as possible with reference to Middle Eastern politics. As a result there is now
hardly veiled disappointment in Moscow about the agonizingly slow progress made
by Communism in parts of the third world, about the “complicated state of af-
fairs”, about the fact that army officers may be power-hungry, or “career moti-
vated" even if they constantly use the anti-imperialist political rhetorie which
should endear them to the Communist camp. These shortcomings and “incon-
sistencies” of the junta are more frequently explained with reference to the
“petty bourgeois background” of the military rulers. But it is doubtful whether
such explanations take one much further: There is nothing “petty bourgeois”
about a man who was born in a Bedouin tent and now disposes billious of dollars
such as Colonel Khadafl. The real explanation for the apparent “inconsistencies”
is much easier: In the struggle for power between rivalling officers’ groups ideo-
logical considerations play usually a secondary role. Nationalization of industries
and banks and agrarian reform by no means lead to socialism or Communism ;
the ideological climate prevailing in the Arab world is populist, nationalist-so-
cialist, as it is, mutatis mutandis, in China and the Soviet Union. The decisive
issue in the third world, including the Arab countries, is not whether the state
has the monopoly of foreign trade but in whose hands political power has come
to rest; who is running the state.

THREE CONTRADICTIONS

In this context Soviet policy in the Middle East has to face three contradictions
which it cannot shirk and to which so far it has not been able to find a satis-
factory answer. The first has already been hinted at: According to the Soviet
blueprint the progressive military runlers were gradually to “democratize political
life”, i.e,, hand over power to the avant-garde, the Communists. But in fact the
Colonels and the Majors have not shown the slightest intention to do so. They
have been dealing ruthlessly with those challenging their power. According to
Soviet expectations the military were to be politicized, i.e., made to share power
with eivilian leaders; in fact, the opposite has happened : Political life has been
militarized, with Syria as a striking example. (The take over of the Neo-Ba'th
by the Syrian army command). It could be argued with some justification that
since the ruling juntas do not constitute a political homogenous body, it may still
be possible for pro-Communist or pro-Russian elements among them to effect a
take over and to oust their rivals, This possibility does exist: In view of the weak-
ness of political structures in the Arab world a handful of determined people
stand a good chance to make a successful bid for power, provided, of course, they
are in control of army units or the political police. And, with a little luck. they
may keep it. But a pro-Communist or pro-Russian coup in one country is bound to
provoke with almost mathematical certainty suspicion and antagonism in others
and to give rise to counterforces: Victory in one country will mean defeat else-
where. In other words: Unless the pro-Rus<ian forces make steady and even
progress in all the key countries of the Arab world, the overall balance as far as
the Soviet Union is concerned may be negative,

The Arab-Israeli dispute has become increasingly problematical from the
Soviet point of view. Earlier on it undoubtedly facilitated the Soviet advance in
the Middle East. It was not the only, nor the single most important factor. The
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farces supporting the Soviet Union have made their greatest strides in those parts
of the Middle East least affected by the Arab-Israeli dispute such as the Sudan.
But in recent years the confliet has become a major obstacle as far as the further
progress of Communnism is eoncerned. While the conflict lasts, the overriding aim
of defeating the common enemy (Israel) narrowly eircumseribes Communist
action or tends altogether to prevent it. For the Communists cannot afford to
ignore the appeals for national solidarity and for a truce both inside the Arab
countries and between them. Soviet observers assume, not perhaps altogether
wrongly, that but for the continuation of the Arab-Israeli conflict. power in the
Arab capitals may well have passed from the “bourgeois nationalist elements”
into the hands of the “radieal demoerats” if not the Communists. Certainly the
Arab world wounld be in a state of far greater internal tnurmoil but for the
struggle agninst Tsrnel which acts as a stabilizing factor. Soviet leaders conld
have instructed their followers according to the basic tenets of Leninist strategy
to transform the war against Israel into a “revolutionary war”. They have not
done so, partly, becanse the Communists are too weal. given the preseni halance
of power in the Arab world, partly becanse such a course of action, if suceessful.
would result in a state of anarchy which may well benefit the pro-Chinese rather
than the pro-Soviet elements among the radieals in the Arab world.

SOVIST OPTIONS NOTED

These are some of the sources of conflict facing the Soviet Union in its poliey
vis-a-vis the Arab countries. There is every reason to assume that these contradic-
tions will loom even larger in the years ahead. Buf what are the options open
to Soviet poliey? Developments in Algeria over the last few yvears have been
disappointing from the Soviet point of view, Khadafi's regime in Libya and
Numeiri's in the Sudan are at present openly anti-Communist and Sadat’s rule
constitutes a retreat In comparison with Nasser's. Soviet policy makers eannot
possibly he very happy about the new Arab federation. For its political sig-
nificance, if any, will be that of a reactionary “Holy Allianee” preventine revolu-
tionary uprisings in its components parts. It is the Arab version of the Brozhney
doctrine—stood on its head. The fact that it might be applied against Jordan, for
instance, does not offer much comfort. Events in the Sudan earlier this vear
have foreshadowed the shape of things to come. Soviet expectations that military
dictatorships fout eourt cannot hold on to power for long becanse they lack
politieal know-how and a mass basis have not so far been borne ont by the conrse
of events. These assnmptions may still be correct in the long run: Nasser, foo,
had his quarrels with the Communists and the Soviet Union but mended his
ways towards the end of his rule. But it cannot bhe taken for granted that the
present rulers will emulate Nasser; moreover, there is no certainty at all that
the military leaders in their search for political allies will turn to the Com-
munists for help. If the Soviet TTnion shounld decide to sunnort the opposition to
the military regimes, they will be inviting open conflict, risking their past gains in
the area and even a restoration of closer relations hetween these leaders and the
West. For despite the vituperation heaped on the West, it eannot be excluded that
the heln of the West will he looked for by militarv dictators facing defeat hy the
Communists. Tf, on the other hand, the Soviet Union and its supporters in the
Arab countries should prefer a policy of wait-and-see, on the assumntion that the
politienl constellation will he more auspicions at some futnre date (after another
lost war against Israel or the continnation of the military stalemate and the
ensnine frostration. or some maior economice eothack. or the growth of nomnlar
discontent for yet other reasons) they will be in danger of heing ontflanked from
the left by more extreme factions.

It seems, nevertheless, that Soviet policy is most likely to follow a cautious
course of action. Provided that there will be no reconeciliation with China or that
for other reasons a decisive shift in the global balance will not take place in the
near future, it is clearly in the Soviet interest to “freeze” the situation. Sadat’s
regime may be highly unsatisfactory as a guarantee for the Soviet investment
{political, military and economic) in the Middle East but at the moment there
may be no alternative. It follows that Sovlet policy in the short run is likely to be
defensive, to alm at consolldating its gaing rather than trying to make further ad-
vances. Any gamble wonld be dangerous in the present constellation, for it conld
result in further sethack which might have nndesirable reperenssions ingide the
Soviet Union: Tt would provide ammunition for a faction inside the Kremlin
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which challenges the present leadership. Personal changes in the Soviet leader-
ship are almost certainly bound to take place in the next few years, and since
such revisements usually take place on the background of a struggle for power,
the present leadership will probably opt for the least risky policy in order not to
expose itself to attacks by its opponents.

BOVIETS NOT IN FULL CONTROL

Nevertheless, it cannot be stressed too often that since the Soviet Union is not
in full control as far as events in the Middle East are concerned, not even the
actions of their followers and clients, there is always a very considerable element
of uncertainty. It would be foolish for this as well as for other reasons, to assume
that the Soviet leadership will automatically pursue a cautious policy simply be-
cause this is at the present moment in its best interest. Moreover, “freezing” in
the Middle East context means the continuation of “controlled tension”—but
there is no guarantee that tension will not go out of control. “Consolidation”
does by no means imply that the Soviet Union will be condemned to prolonged
inactivity. The treaty of friendship between the Soviet Union and the UAR con-
cluded in May 1971 undoubtedly constitutes a step forward from the Soviet point
of view. President Sadat had to sign a document which stated that the UAR set
itself the aim of reconstructing Egyptian society along socialist lines, despite
the fact that “socialism” now figures in Egyptian pronouncements less frequently
(and Islam more often) than in Nasser’s day, and that, in any case, socialism as
envisaged by KEgypt's rulers differs in many essential points from the Soviet
idea and practice of socialism. More sweeping and potentially more threatening is
paragraph nine of the treaty which states that the high contracting parties will
not take part in any groupings of states, or in actions or measures directed
against the other high contracting party. This provision exposes Egypt, in theory,
at any rate, to the application of the Brezhnev doetrine,

Whether the Soviet Union will be able to enforce by military intervention the
rights it obtained under the treaty is yet another question, the answer to which
depends from the general balance of power and the risks it will be running in
taking such action. At present the main aim of Soviet policy in the Middle East
remains, to summarize, the consolidation of its gains, and at the same time the
creation of a political climate in which the replacement of the present rulers by
others more closely identified with Soyiet ambitions in the area will be possible
with a minimum of friction. The more distant aim is the transformation of the
military regimes into political coalitions dominated (or at least guided by the
Communists). But this remains for the time being a fairly remote prospect inas-
much as the key countries in the Arab world are concerned. Soviet policy towards
Israel will not undergo any basic change, though it is quite possible, and indeed
likely that there will be occasional friendly gestures towards Jerusalem in order
to impress the Arabs that they must not take Soviet assistance for granted in all
circumstances,

Altogether, the Middle East is an area in world polities to which Soviet com-
mentators apply the term “slozhni” (complicated) more and more frequently.
Ten years ago they were more confident than now of having all the answers.

Mr. Hamivron. The joint subcommittee stands adjourned until to-
morrow at 2 p.m.

(The joint subcommittee adjourned at 11:55 a.m., to reconvene at
2 p.m. of the following day, Wednesday, October 20, 1971.)







SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE
WESTERN RESPONSE

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 20, 1971

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Coanyrrrree ON ForeioNy  AFFAIRS,
SvscommiTrEE: oN FEurore
AND THE NEAR Easrt,
Washington, D.C.

The joint subcommittee met at 2 p.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Benjamin S. Rosenthal (chairman of the Sub-
committee on Europe) presiding.

Mr. RoseNntiarL. The subcommittee will be in order.

The joint subcommittee meetings will continue today on the subject
of “Soviet involvement in the Middle East and the Western response.”

Our first witness will be Prof. Richard Pipes of the department
of history of Harvard University who will discuss the subject matter
of “Historical Perspectives on the Soviet Middle Eastern Role,” fol-
lowed by Richard T. Davies, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs, and Jack F. Matlock, Director, Office of Soviet Af-
fairs, Department of State.

I must regrettably report that at the urgent request of the Depart-
ment of State we have agreed to go into executive session at the con-
clusion of Professor Pipes’ testimony.

Professor, we would be very pleased to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD PIPES, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY, RUSSIAN
RESEARCH INSTITUTE, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

(The biography of Mr. Pipes appears on p. 187.)

Mr. Prees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have been asked to summarize in 20 minutes my views on the his-
torical factors which conditioned the post-1945 Russian approach to
the Middle East. This is a difficult thing to do not only because of the
limitation of time but also and above all because a historian hesitates
to establish a direct link between the past, the present, and the future.

Mr. FreLinenuysen. Mr. Chairman, if T could interrupt Dr. Pipes,
there is no reason for him not to submit a statement of any length, even
book length if he would like to, but the problem is one of time. There
would not be any time for exchanges and also for getting other wit-
nesses in today. I feel. too, that there should not be an arbitrary limita-
tion especially for a historian like yourself.

Mr. Prees. Thank you.

Mr. Freuinciroysen. I am requesting permission from the chairman;
I don’t have the power.

(33)
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Mr, Rosextiarn. I thoroughly agree with what my colleague from
New Jersey has snggested. We would be happy to take any written
material at any length. I don’t feel you should be too much inhibited
by the 20-minute rule even if we go twice that much. You will be
making a valid contribution.

Mr. Prees. Thank you. T will talk as long as I can and then T will
be open to questions.

LONG HISTORICAL TIES

One thing that needs stressing, to begin with, and that is not a
matter of common knowledge, is that Russia from the earliest time
of its history was in contact with the Middle East. By this T mean the
Middle Eastern peoples, the Turks and the Mongols who historically
have occupied the prairie to the south of the Russian forest zone.

Early Russian history is essentially preoccupied with the conflict
between the forest zond and the prairie zone, between Slavs and the
Turko-Mongols. When we speak of the Russian involvement in the
Middle East we are not talking about relationships that began a cen-
tury or two ago, but of events that go back a millenium, to the very
beginnings of Russian history. This is of some importance because in
the historic subconscious of g\’e Russian people there is deeply imbed-
ded a concern with the Orient and, more specifically, with the Muslim
Middle East. Their involvement is not to be compared with that of
the British or French who entered the Middle East rather late in their
national histories.

As a result of the Mongol conquest of 123740, Russia became so
closely involved in Middle Eastern and Far Eastern affairs that until
the second half of the 17th century it may be said to have been a pre-
dominantly oriental country. By this I mean that its style of life,
its attitudes toward politics, its social structure, its manner of con-
ducting business, all were modeled on examples taken from the Ori-
ent—Persia, The Ottoman empire, and China. How deeply this ori-
ental background penetrated Russia may be illustrated by the fact
that the Russians to this day are the only Slavic people to use patrony-
mics as part of their proper names (e.g., Ivan Tlich, meaning Ivan, son
olf Ilich)—a practice prevalent in the Middle East, and taken from
there,

CONQUERED TURKEY

Until the middle of the 17th century the Russians tended to be on
the defensive in regard to the nations who surrounded them in the
east and south. Then, from the middle of the 17th century onward,
thanks to political organization and military power which they had
acquired from the West, they went over to the offensive and in the
next century and a half estabiished their supremacy in the areas north
of the Black Sea. They became the dominant power here—conquering
and subjugating their one-time Turkic rulers. To this day there are
more Turks living in the Soviet Union than in the Turkish Republie.
These are descendants of the people who had once surrounded Russia
and dominated it and have subsequently been subjugated by the
Russians.

From the 1660’s onward the Russians tried to form anti-Ottoman
coalitions with the other European states. Peter the Great was very




keen on this. His famous European trip was essentially undertaken
for the purpose of gaining allies against the Turks. From then on
Russians exerted relentless pressure on the Ottoman Empire; some-
times alone, sometimes in combination with the western powers, hoping
to achieve a dismemberment of Turkey. ' \

In the course of the 18th century the Russians cleared the Turks
out from the northern shores of the Black Sea and began to cast their
eyes on Constantinople and the Straits. Catherine the Great wanted
to create an empire with Constantinople as its capital and she named
her grandson Constantine with the hope that he would be its first
emperor. At the same time she began to apply pressure on the Turks
in the Ballans. Napoleon who was exceedingly astute realized Russia’s
oriental interests and not only offered the Russians lands belonging to
the Ottoman Empire but also India, hoping in this manner to secure
their support against England,

THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

The Russinn pressure on the Ottoman Empire reached its peak
under Nicholas I, who ruled from 1825 to 1855, Nicholas was absolutely
determined to accomplish in regard to the Ottoman Empire what his
grandmother Catherine had achieved in regard to Poland—that is. to
dismember it in combination with other powers. He proposed this to
the British and he got some support but when he went too far the
British withdrew their support, and from the 1830’s onward they
became the prineipal bulwark of opposition to Russian expansion in
the Middle ast. They were the first ones to practice the policy of con-
tainment in regard to Russia in the Middle East. They were partic-
ularly frightened by the Treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi of 1833 which the
Russians signed with the Ottoman Empire, and by virtue of which
they became its virtual protectors. The treaty was effectively undone
by the British and from then on the Russians and the British became
avowed enemies. This Russo-British conflict reached its elimax in the
Crimean War. Their defeat in this war did not stop the Russians. and
in the 1870's they began to exert renewed pressure on the Ottoman
Empire, again hoping to establish a strong foothold in the Balkans.
They gained the sympathy of the Slavie population living under
Ottoman rule and by inciting them against their Turkish masters
helped to subvert it from within.

In the war of 1877-78 the Russians defeated the Ottoman Empire
and in the Treaty of San Stefano which followed, managed to carve
up the Balkans in such a way that a vast satellite Bulgarian state was
established which in effect would have given Russia domination of
the Balkans and a very strong position in the Mediterranean. But once
again the British moved in, thwarting the Russian ambitions in the
Treaty of Berlin which forced the Russians to give up the most im-
portant provisions of the Treaty of San Stefano.

RUSSIAN IMPERTALISM

Until the latter part of the 19th century it was very difficult to find
in Russian writings ideological justifications for Russian pre:sure on
the Ottoman Empire. No one talked much about the duty of Russians
to civilize that part of the world. The ideology of expansionism began
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to emerge only at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the
20th century when Russian imperialists, people who really believed
in empire building, began to argue that Russia’s natural sphere of
expansion lay not toward China but toward the Middle East because
here were Russia’s markets.

With the diplomatic revolution which occurred on the eve of World
War T when Turkey switched its allegiance from Britain to the Cen-
tral Powers, the British found themselves for the first time in nearly
a century enemies of Turkey and friends of Russia. In the various
negotiations which the British conducted with the Russians during
World War I, fearing that the Russians may not last very long and
might make separate peace, they promised the Russians Constanti-
nople and the Straits as a reward for the victory over the Germans and
Turks,

You may recall that the provisional government that came into
power in February 1917 demanded fulfillment of the promises which
the British and also the French had made to the imperial government.
The provincial government insisted on the Allies giving Russia in the
event of a successful outcome of the war the straits and Constantinople.
This insistance was very unpopular in Russia because the left-wing
parties, the Bolsheviks included. were very much opposed to Russia
participating in imperialist spoils. (Tn preparing this testimony I
checked in a Soviet textbook on the foreign policy of the Provisional
Government and noticed to my surprise that no mention is made of
the fact that in 1917 the Bolsheviks adamantly objected to Russia se-
curing the straits and Constantinople.)

When the Bolsheviks came into power in October 1917 they began
to broadcast very far-reaching promises to the Moslem peoples of the
world. They were fundamentally following in the footsteps of Kaiser
Wilhelm IT who in his attempt to undermine the British Empire did
likewise. They offered to act as their protectors and free them from
the voke of “imperialism.” This did not last very long. Toward the
end of the 1920’ the Soviet Government became preoccupied with
internal problems. First there was a struggle for power, then there
was collectivization and industrialization. then there were the purees,
then there was rearmament and the German danger, and in all this the
Middle East dropped pretty much out of sight.

VIEWS OF STALIN

Stalin himself seemed to have had a rather low opinion of the im-
portance of the Middle East. He attached far greater significance to
the Balkans, to Eastern Europe. and to the Far East. We know from
the Ribbentrop-Molotov negotiations. for example, that when the Ger-
mans were urging the Russians to move into the Persian Gulf and
India, the Russians came back time and again demanding concessions
in the Balkans and not in the Middle East. All through the Stalin era
Russian interest in the Middle East tended to be rather subdued. A fter
the war, 194546, the Russians made some noises about revising the
Montreux convention and facilitating the passage of Russian vessels
through the straits but they never pressed this demand very hard.
Stalin simply was not interested in this part of the world.

The great reversal came in the mid-1950’s with the advent to power
of Khrushchey when the Middle East began to loom once again very




large on the horizon. Now here we are already outside of history,
properly speaking, because we no longer have access to documents.
We ean only hypothesize why this renewal happened. I can offer you
my own opinion. I believe the people who came into power in the mid-
1950’s were obsessed with Americans “encirclement” which was how
they viewed what we called “containment.” They had a strong desire
to break out of it and they found an opportunity in the breakdown of
American friendship with Egyvpt which allowed them as it were to
leapfrog across the northern tier. Their foothold in the Middle East,
in my opinion, was originally inspired by a desire to break out of the
containment ring. In time it acquired a very different significance,
however.

Originally, the Soviet Union supported Israel; it supplied it with
arms, 1t backed it with votes in the United Nations. Afterwards, once
it oot itself involved in the Middle Eastern affairs, it had no choice
but to support the Arabs because only by so doing could it maintain
its precarious foothold there, This policy ultimately lead to tremendons
complications committing the Russians much more than they had
originally expected. The Soviet Union, I believe, presently is more
deeply involved in the Middle East than many of its leaders would
like. This subject is, however. outside of history. T will be glad to
elaborate on it during the questioning period.

RUSSIAN EXPANSION

I wonld like to sum up. Russia traditionally expands into any area
lying around its borders where it encounters weakness,

Mr. Rosentiiar. When you use the word “traditionally,” you mean
simply in the past ?

Mr. Prees. No, T mean going as far back as the 14th century. Russia
has always expanded, it is a land-based power which attaches great
importance to the acquisition of land and subjects. Why this is so
is a very complicated matter but I think it is easier to understand
the answer if one puts it negatively : they are not a commercial people.
Commerce has never played a large part in Russian life and they
have not acquired the habit of negotiating implicit in trade. They
tend to seize as much land and as much property as they can. They
have always taken land close to their borders which no one defended
very strongly. If they found strong defenses, they drew back if they
found a gap, they poured in. They did this against Poland, they did
this in the Far East against China, and they did it against the Otto-
man Empire. They have done so since 1945 against the British Empire
in the Middle East.

Now it may seem that in 1945 the British Empire loomed overly
large in the Soviet mind, but if we consider the situation during
World War II, when Britain was one of the three world powers it
beecomes clearer why Stalin overestimated British power. It seemed
to him that anything that could be done to get the British out of the
Middle Tast would be good and this is the reason he helped Israel.

The Russians entered the Middle East and found nowhere a pres-
ence as strong as they had suspected. Here we have a traditional form
of behavior which can be duplicated on Russia’s eastern and western
borders. From the 1830's to the early 1900’s the Russians were stopped
by Britain. Then the British presence weakened and historically
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speaking the Soviet penetration in the Middle East can be explained
by the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire which ereated an oppor-
tunity of Soviet land. The leap which they have accomplished in the
mid-1950's has given them unprecedented opportunities for which
there is no historical parallel because they are now entrenched—how
securely I don’t know, but certainly entrenched—in northern A frica,
in the eastern Mediterranean, and even in East A frica. This is without
precedent in Russian history.

I personally do not believe that Russia either had or has a very
powerful national interest in the Middle East. One could have made
a very good case for the British having a natural interest in the
Middle East because it was the area straddling the link between their
metropolis (England) and their most important possessions, notably
India. Tf that lifeline were cut, Britain in effect would have been iso-
lated from much of its empire. Such a point cannot be made in the case
of the Soviet Union. T would say the Soviet Union is there because
there was no one to defend the area and once there they exploited
the opportunity to strengthen its hold. It would be very difficult to
find any either economic or strategic reason justifying Russia’s pres-
ence there. '

RESPONSIBILITY OF EUROPE

I say all of this because it leads me to my principal practical con-
clusion which is that, I believe, it is incumbent not only upon the
United States but also upon Western Europe to take a very strong
stand to prevent further encroachments of the Soviet Union in this
area and indeed to liquidate its present position there. Insofar as his-
tory is any guide, when the Russians expand they do not stop until they
are stopped, that is, until they run into a superior force. In the Middle
East they had in their past been stopped by the Turkie peoples, then
the Ottoman Empire, and finally the British Empire. 'l‘{:e_\' have not
really encountered any such a force during the past quarter of a cen-
tury and hence their drive there.

I shall stop here and I shall be glad to elucidate any of my
statements.

Mr. Rosextrar. Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. Hamruros. Doctor, it is correct in your view. T take it. to label
the Soviet Union as an expansionist power?

Mr. Prees. Yes, it is, It certainly is.

Mr. Hammuron. And you don'’t see anything in recent history that
alters that view at all; it indeed confirms it ?

Mr. Prees. By “recent history” you mean post-Stalin history ¢

Mr. Ha»auron. Yes.

Mr. Prees. No. As a matter of fact, T would say that under Stalinism
Russia had been less expansionist than it has been under his suceessors.

Mr. Hamirox. In the Soviet scale of priorities, where does the
Middle East rank as against China, Europe, Africa, Latin America?

Mr. Pregs. Well, Latin America can be written off, it is of no oreat
importance to them. I do not deny the Russians might wish to estab-
lish a presence there but it does not concern them deeply. I think
Europe is the No. 1 concern.

Mr. Hamiuron, Over China

Mr. Prees. The Chinese situation is a very special one, it is a situa-
tion arising from a particular conflict between Russia and China. I




have been addressing myself rather to general geopolitical considera-
tions. I would say that geopolitically speaking Europe is their prime
concern, but that now because of the conflict with China, China is the
No. 1 priority and has been so for some time. 1

Mr. Hayiron. What does the word “expansionist,” as you use it
here. mean? Domination? Influence? Control? How do you define the
word “expansionist ¢” s

Mr. Prees. Expansionism can cover a whole spectrum of possibili-
ties, all of them leading ultimately to absorption. I would say the So-
viet Union prefers a friendly neutral government to an unfriendly
government. It prefers an independent Communist government to a
friendly neutral one, and a Moscow-dominated Communist govern-
ment to one that is run by independent Communists.

NO MASTER PLAN

Mr. Hasrron. Do you think then that the Soviet leaders today
have in their master plan absorption of the Middle East?

Mr. Piees. No, I don’t think they have any master plan whatsoever.

Mr. Hamicron. You don’t think they have any kind of a master
planf

Mr. Prees. No, I don’t believe so at all.

Mr. Haniron. But they are still expansionists and they are going
to move where the opportunities arise?

Mr., Prees. Yes. Where the opportunity presents itself they move
in, and that has been traditional Russian foreign policy.

Mr. Haairon., We are going to have kind of a vacuum of power
in the Persian Gulf at the end of the year. Do you think they will
have their eyes on that area ?

Mr. Prees. I think very much so.

Mr. Hasyiron, How would you expect that expansionism to mani-
fest itself?

Mr. Pregs, I think insofar as Persia is concerned, it can become a
bone of contention between the Russians and the Chinese. When this
happens both parties will be looking for waysto win the favor of the
government of Persia. That might well take the form of foreign aid
to begin with, followed by perhaps an offer to help build up the armed
forces and so on and so forth. I think that is the usual form that it
takes.

Mr. Hamivron, Well, what, if anything, do you see in Russian
Middle East policy today that is different from its historical interests
in that area?

Mr. Prees. No, there really is not anything particularly different.
I never could understand what their national reasons were for ex-
panding into the Middle East. That is, some historians attach a lot
of importance to access to warm water ports but Russia was never a
great maritime power. Its export trade was never of such dimensions
as to make it worthwhile to get involved in imperial competition. I
think you are dealing with a kind of peasant mentality which be-
lieves—and it is fundamentally a kind of land-oriented country—that
where there is land you ought to take it.
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TURKEY LESS IMPORTANT

Mr. Haxreron. Does that apply to the Turkish Straits, for example ?
Do vou think they have their eve on that area?

Mr. Prees, I think it is less important to them now than it used
to be because today the Straits are strategically less valuable. They
have jumped across the Straits, as it were. They have air bases, missile
ases and so on, so I don’t think the Straits are quite as important
to them as in the past. But they would certainly like to have them,
if that were possible.

Mr. Haryrrron. You have been aronnd this question but let me ask
You specifically how would you define Soviet goals in the Middle East
today ?

Mr. Prees. To begin with let me answer by saying that T am not
sure they are clear themselves what their goals are. That is, it is per-
fectly possible for a country to get involved in a sitnation and then
find that the goal has been met but other problems have arisen from
it. I would say probably no one in Russia really knows what the long-
range goal is, but right now strategically and politically speaking the
most important goal is to keep the Chinese out. If the Chinese should
establish a strong foothold in the Middle East, Russia then would
confront the Chinese not only in the Far East but also in the Middle
East where they are st rategically more vulnerable,

Mr. Hamiuron. Do you think this goal of keeping the Chinese ont
1s prior to denying the resources of the Middle East to the West?

Mr. Prees. If by that you mean the oil resources, that is correet, in
my estimate. A few years ago I think what they had in mind was
outflanking NATO. Now outflanking NATO takes second place and
keeping out the Chinese is No. 1. Denying oil resources to the West is
third priority. T am not an oil expert but it does not seem to me that
this would really be a vital goal for them because they could be deny-
ing oil to Europe, not to the United States. They could not really hurt
the United States very painfully by denying it Middle Eastern oil.

Mr. Hamruron, That is all, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Rosextrar. Well, denying oil to Western Eurone would seem to
me to have a value to them. If they could tie up Middle Eastern oil,
they could paralyze Europe.

OIL FOR EUROPE

Mr. Pres. If that were their design. Their policy toward Europe

has changed, however: presently they want a rather quiet Europe.
They do not want to bring Europe down, they do not want to alarm
Europe. If they were to seize the oil. they would be in a position to
choke Europe’s economies. The policy in Europe has lately been one
of quiet diplomacy, aimed at reducing tension becanse they wish to
have a secure western border in the event of war with China,

Mr. RosentaaL. Could you define for us. Professor, how you see
the Soviet Union physically moving into that area?

Mr. Pres. As I see it, for the past several years the Russians have
been trying to do to the Chinese what we did to them in the 1950°s ; that
is, to contain China. They have done that by establishing friendly re-
lations with all the countries surrounding China. They have taken
India to some extent under their protection. Of course they have tried
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to take the whole Middle East under their wings. They have made ap-
proaches to Japan. I interpret the proposal that Japanese might be
allowed to exploit the economic resources of Siberia as an effort to get
the Japanese involved in the Russian struggle with China. Now the
Chinese naturally have been very resentful of this containment policy
and have been trying to break out of it. They have been doing this in
the last couple of years very successfully, first by establishing a kind
of protective presence over Pakistan and secondly by establishing
bases in Tanzania and East A frica, and most recently and most dramat-
ically by entering into talks with the United States of America.

Mr. Rosentiar. They have not been very successful in East Africa,
outside the building of the railroad.

Mr. Prees. This is just the beginning. They have also established
friendly relations with Romania. In other words, what they are try-
ing to do, as it were, is to out-maneuver and out-flank the Russians.
I grant that, of course, they are way behind the Russians, but if you
consider how successful the Russians had been in breaking through
our containment strategy in the past 15 years things look much more
hopeful for the Chinese than may appear.

Mr. RoseNTHAL. You said early in your testimony that the Russians
by tradition would keep pressing until they met some form of resist-
ance. From the point of view of the United States, do you see it as our
responsibility to offer that resistance, and how would it be done?

Mr. Prees. T would answer the first part of the question by saying
that T think it would be infinitely better if we tackled this responsibil-
ity tooether with Western Europe. Western Europe has been very lax
considering that their interests are more directly affected by the Rus-
sian threat in the Middle East strategically as well as economically
for the reasons we mentioned before, namely, the dependence of Eu-
rope on Middle Eastern oil.

Second, by making it unmistakably clear, that we will not stand
by idly in any conflict in the Middle East, should the Russians become
involved.

Mr. RosentrAL Europe seems to be defaulting in this area. Why
do you think that is?

EUROPE PROTECTED BY UNITED STATES

Mr. Prees. Europe has had a very comfortable situation since the end
of World War II. It has been under our wing, and once you get used
to living this way it becomes difficult to be on your own again, I have
been always a very strong supporter of the containment policy but I
now think it was an unforeseen consequence of our very strong pres-
ence in Europe that we have untaught the Europeans how to defend
themselves. It will take some time to make them aware that they have
to stand on their own feet.

Mr. RosexToAL. Just explaining that question, do you think it is in
the American national interest for us to proclaim that the time has
come for Western Europe to abandon this custodial relationship that it
has with the United States and that it ought to assume more of its own
burdens and specifically, that Europe should move into some sense of
responsibility in the Middle East ?

Mr. Prees. 1 do. I think we have been hinting at it for several years
1ow.
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Mr. RosextHAL. How could we be more specific and precise?

Mr. Prees. 1 think the proposal to withdraw some troops from
Europe is one possibility; the insistence on Europeans contributing a
greater amount of money to their own defense another.

Mr. RoseNTian. Without European involvement in a positive forth-
right fashion, is it your view that the United States has no alternative
but to pursue the policies it is presently pursuing in the Middle East?

Mr. Prees. T think so. But in diplomacy there is always a great
variety of options open. While pursuing a strong policy ourselves, we
can, at the same time, get the Europeans involved. T am not prepared
to go into details how this can be accomplished. We might do so by
constantly impressing open European leaders that while it is in our
interest to keep Europe out of Soviet hands it is even more so in the
interest of Europe itself.

Mr. RoseNTHAL. A witness said vesterday that the Soviet goal is a
neutralized Turkey for control of its warm water port. Do you see it
that way? Do they want, taking it a step further, a client-state
relationship there?

Mr. Prees. Yes, but T think they will be content with a neutralized
Turkey.

Mr. RosexTiaL. Do you think that maybe in the long run what they
want in the Middle East and North Africa is the sort of client-State
relationships somewhat similar to what we have in South America?

NO SOVIET COMMERCIAL INTERESTS

Mr. Prees. Our interest in South America is based on commercial
relations and this is a very fundamental difference because Russia has
few commercial interests abroad. For this reason it can conduct a very
flexible foreign policy. If we should be ejected from the Middle East
or from South America we would suffer great economic losses. If
Russia is ejected from any one country, this is not the case. T don’t be-
lieve this analogy holds. They are most concerned with naval bases,
air bases and possibly the stationing of troops, all of which would give
them leverage against us as well as against the Chinese,

Mr. RogentHAL. Is it vour view it is in the interest of the United
States to be very forthright in enunciating a policy to Europe that they
onght to free themselves from the thonght that we can maintain their
security indefinitely for them and that they should maintain some of
this burden themselves?

Mr. Prees. T think this should be stressed very sharply by the
United States.

Mr. Hayuron. Doctor, before you conclude, and your testimony
has been very fascinating. T wonld like to give you an opportunity to
comment on American Middle East policy today. You have spoken
with approval of our strong support of Israel and then you made a
comment just a moment ago which caused some doubt in my mind.
Could you express yourself on how you view us on the Middle East
today?

Mr. Prers. T think our policy reveals a certain ambivalence. That
is, we do strongly support Israel for a variety of reasons that I donot
need to go into, but at the same time we would very much like the
Russians out of the Middle East.
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The State Department seems to think that the best way to achieve
the latter aim is by conducting a balanced policy which would per-
suade the Arab powers that they can get more out of us than out of the
Russians. This, in turn, necessitates a somewhat anti-Israel policy.

I rather doubt whether this policy will work. I mean I do not quite
approve of Mr. Rogers’ policy in this respect. It srems to me that
ultimately the present crisis in the Middle East will be solved if and
when the Arabs—and of course that means the Egyptians above all—
come to the conclusion that there is no other way out except to enter
into direct negotiations with Isracl. Once they arrive at that conelusion,
then the Russians will become superfluous to them—sinee they are
using Russia as leverage against Israel and the United States. There
is great personal friction between the Egyptians and the Russians,
they do not care much for one another, and I suspect the Egyptians
would be rather glad to be rid of their Soviet military guests.

Mr. Haxiron. So you would alter our policy in the Middle East
to be even more evenhanded ?

Mr. Prees. I do not deny the Arabs may have a case against Israel.
But where the Arabs have claims, these ought to be settled in negotia-
tion. Our policy ought to be to demand direct negotiations between
the parties involved and nothing else. I do not mean to imply at all
that we should support Israel 100 percent. The thing that is so at-
tractive in the Isracli position, however, is the insistence on direct
negotiations, and that makes perfect sense regardless whether one is
a_Zionist or not. IHistorically speaking, international conflicts have
always been settled between the parties concerned. Onee you get the
big powers negotiating—that is, a deal between the Soviet Union and

the United States over the bodies of Egypt and Isracl—then you are
back at 19th century imperialism. It is only in this respect and to
this extent that I would recommend one hundred percent American
backing of the Israeli position. We should not commit the United
States to any particular resolution of the Israeli-Arab conflict.

Mr. Hanuron. Our people will say to you that it won’t work be-
cause none of the Arab governments can do that and survive.

PARALLEL WITH CHINA

Mr. Prees. 1 do not find this explanation convincing. The same
thing was said about our China policy since 1949. It was said that no
U.S. Government, could recognize Communist China and survive.
But we have come to accept the reality of Communist China. They
will have to recognize the reality of Israel as well. When that happens,
they will sit down and negotiate just as we are doing with the Chinese
Communists.

Mr. Rosexraan, In addition to what you suggest, the reluctance of
Western Europe to get involved in the Middle East, do you think tha
one of their other considerations is that Israel has 3 million people
and the Arabs 90 or 100 million or more people and that makes the
Arabs more attractive friends in the long run? Second, do you think
that hesitation is also motivated by some strong historical antisemi-
tism that still derives strength from Western Europe?

Mr. Prees. To answer your first hypothesis, that 90 million or 100
million Arabs—it is difficult to determine how many there are because
there really is no Arab “nation”—are important and potentially better
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friends to the Soviet than 2 million or 3 million Tsraelis. T think this
is so but I also believe they have had reasons to change their minds on
this. There were some articles recently in the New York Times by
Victor Louis, who works for the Soviet government and speaks with
authority. Here he dropped hints both to the Israelis and to the Arahs
that the Soviet TTnion has not closed doors to negotiations with Tsrael.
In fact, he concluded his articles by saying that Russia traditionally
has had eloser links with Israel than the United States does. These
are hints which suggest that they are very interested in reopening
relations with Israel.

As far as antisemitism is concerned, T think it reinforces anti-
Zionism, but it is not the cause of it. Stalin was an antisemite buf this
did not prevent him from backing Isracl when it was convenient for
him to do so. Once, however, an anti-Zionist campaign was launched,
antisemitism came into play.

Mr, Rosentiran, Thank you very much. We are very grateful to you.

Again let me say I think it was a very important statement and we
are very grateful for a person of your stature to take time out to par-
ticipate in what we hope to be a very important series of educational
hearings, ]

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Prees. Thank you.

Mr. Rosenrtrar. Reluctantly and regrettably T must say that the re-
mainder of today’s hearings will be in execntive session.

(Whereupon, at 2 :56 p.m., the joint subcommittee proceded in execn-
tive session.)

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. RosextrAL. Let me say briefly for the record that we reluc-
tantly agreed to hold this in executive session and that it was done
only because of the urgent plea of Mr. Abshire and Mr. Sisco. relayed
through Mr. Abshire. This matter should be discussed in public and
you could have had an opportunity to deny answering any question
you felt was highly sensitive at the moment. My understanding with
Mr. Abshire is that your testimony will be printed in the official
record for publication and distribution subject to security deletions,
and I want you to know that we will be very firm in insisting that
great restraint be shown in that area.

CLOSED ITEARINGS A DISSERVICE

These closed sessions puts us in a very difficult position and one that
we think does great disservice to the purpose and import of these
Learings. In the future I don’t expect that we shall accede to this
request unless it is in writing long in advance of the hearing, and
even then in my judgment none of us should make any effort to have
an executive session unless it is a matter of great urgent, national
security. In this case I don’t believe it is, but if Mr. Sisco believes it is.
then we shall proceed in accordance with his request.

So we will be prepared to hear your statement.

Mr. Hamiuron. May T just add that T agree to everything that
Congressman Rosenthal has said. I will tell you how this thing strikes
me, The committee rules say that you are to have a statement before
us 48 hours prior to your appearance. T'wenty-four hours prior to
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your appearance we had not received any and we began to initiate
phone calls to the State Department. My impression is that you did
not really begin to consider a request for executive session until after
our inquiries were made and that Mr. Sisco, if that is the level at
which the decision was made to request an executive session, didn’t
even get involved in this thing until last night. That is the only im-
pression I ean draw from it. '

If the State Department was going to insist on executive sessions,
then it seems to me it should have been done a week ago or more. But, to
receive a call as I did last night from Colgate Prentice at, I think, about
6 o’clock and Mr. Rosenthal somewhat after that, requesting at that
point that we have an executive session, puts the chairman and myself
in the position of having announced a public hearing and then canceling
it and it is not a position in which I particularly like to be put. So I
must say that T try to have an appreeciation of your problems there but
I really don’t see how you could have handled this in a worse fashion.

Mr. Davigs. I understand. I do apologize for the position in which
you gentlemen have been put.

I would like to introduce Jack F. Matlock who ig the Director of the
Office of Soviet Union Affairs in the Bureau of European Affairs
who has come up with me this afternoon.

I had understood that copies of the statement had been brought
up this morning, I don’t know whether that is true or not.

Mr. RosextHAL. That makes no difference, the rules say 48 hours.

Mr, Davies. I understand, Mr. Chairman.

I will proceed with my statement then.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD T. DAVIES, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AFFAIRS

(The biography of Richard T. Davies appears in the appendix
on p. 184.)

Mr. Davigs. Soviet policy in the Middle Fast has been generally reac-
tive and opportunistic. Methods and goals have shifted over the years.
For examp&e. the U.S.S.R. was among the first states to recognize
Israel in 1948, At that time, the Soviet aim was that of helping to expel
British “imperialism” from the area. When the U.S.S.R. first provided
arms to Egypt through Czechoslovakia in 1955, those arms were in-
tended as much to undermine the Baghdad Pact as to strengthen the
Arabs against Israel. It is also noteworthy that Soviet naval policy
at the time was to deemphasize surface vessels in favor of submarines,
and the Soviets did not begin deploying surface ships into the
Mediterranean until the midsixties,

RUSSIA AVOIDS GREAT RISKS

Soviet aims are relatively self-evident : Moscow wants to enhance its
own position, particularly against the United States and NATO, in
an area close to its borders, which it views as having strategic sig-
nificance. It is pursuing a political strategy in the area, bulwarked by
increased military strength. Many factors necessarily impinge on
Soviet aims, such as the military balance in the world and in the area,
the vulnerability of the states of the region to outside penetration, the




46

strength and loyalty of Moscow’s allies, and the ¢ yportunities for ex-
ploitation. The Soviet Union has traditionally 'I"nund it prudent to
avoid excessive risks in the area. The Arab-Tsracl conflict has undoubt-
edly greatly helped the U.S.S.R. to achieve its current position.

Soviet military: assistance. particularly to Egypt, has been the main
source of Soviet leverage. [Security deletion.] The Soviet resupply
effort since the June 1967 war has permitted Egypt to build up its
forces above the prewar level. We believe the Soviets have held back
from meeting all of Egypt’s requests, particularly with respect to
certain offensive equipment. ITn 1970, following Tsraeli deep-penetra-
tion raids in the Cairo area, Moscow improved Egypt’s air-defense
system by introducing new weapons and Soviet personnel to operate
them. Throughout this entire period, the United States has been the
principal supplier of Tsrael and in maintaining the balance in the area.

As a result of its supply relationship, the 1.S.8.R. has been able to
make extensive use of Egyptian airfields and port facilities, partly in
support of its own operations in the region. Thus far, the Soviet-
Egyptian Treaty signed on May 27 of this year has not been followed
by an upsurge in Soviet aid to Egypt. Despite Soviet aid. we believe,
though we are not certain, that the 17.8.S.R. has substantially less
control over Egyptian policies than might have been anticipated. The
May purges of Egyptian leftists, and the hostile Arab reaction to the
attempted Commumist coup in the Sudan, show that even massive
quantities of arms are not enough to insure Arab subordination to
Soviet policy.

It must also be stressed that the quantity of Soviet military hard-
ware in the Egyptian arsenal is not an accurate index of Egyptian
military capabilities.

OTHER SOVIET ATD

Soviet military aid to other radical Arab states has been on a smaller
scale than to Eovpt, [security deletion]. The Soviets enjoy only very
limited access to military facilities in these countries as compared with
Egypt, and Soviet personnel there are not assigned operational roles.
Furthermore, Syria and Traq have serious operational and organiza-
tional problems which detract from their military capabilities. [Secu-
rity deletion.]

Our assessment of the Arab-Tsraeli balance is that Tsrael remains
superior on the ground in overall capability. While no longer able to
attack Egypt from the air at will, Tsrael nevertheless retains defensive
superiority in the air. The balance is being monitored carefully.
[Security deletion.] The Secretary of State recently announced a new
review of this halance in the light of the Soviet-Egyptian communique
of October 13, 1971.

The Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean has grown steadily
since the first Soviet naval combatants appeared in the area in 1964.
Today. the Mediterranean squadron is a balanced force consisting of
modern surface combatants, torpedo- and missile-equipped diesel and
nuclear-powered submarines. anxiliaries, and patrol and reconnais-
sance aireraft. Tt usually consists of some 45 to 50 ships of which only
about half are surface combatants and submarines. althoueh. during
exercises and periods of rotation, the squadron has numbered as many
as 65 to 70 ships.
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NATO MILITARY SUPERIORITY

Since 1968, Soviet reconnaissance aircraft based in Egypt have pro-
vided the squadron with tactical intelligence on NATO 6th Fleet
movements, while Soviet anti-submarine-warfare aireraft have given
the squadron a modest airborne anti-submarine-warfare capability.
Although NATO Forces continue to enjoy naval and air superiority in
the Mediterranean, the Soviet squadron’s size and structure enable it
to carry out its missions of countering NATO Forces; collecting in-
telligence on U.S. and NATO Forces, tactics, and capabilities; show-
ing the flag; and. by its presence, influencing, whenever possible, the
course of political events in the area.

Thus, the principal strictly military threats created by the U.S.S.R.
against .S, security interests involve (1) The danger to Israel of
Soviet arms supplies to the Arabs, and (2) the impact of the Soviet
Mediterranean squadron and other Soviet forces in the area on the 6th
Fleet and NATO.

As we have said, the Arab-TIsraeli balance remains favorable to Is-
rael, both because of qualitative advantages and because of the T1.S.
policy of preventing the development of a serions imbalance. As for
the Soviet Mediterranean squadron, it is still deficient in air cover, de-
spite the basing of some Soviet aireraft in Egypt. It still does not have
a very powerful amphibious capability, although it does have a modest
ASW capability. The squadron is, of course, of political significance
in showing the Soviet flag.

It would be a mistake, however, to view the Soviet threat purely in
military terms. The Soviets have gained their position in the area
mainly because of their exploitation of the Arab-Tsraeli conflict and,
in particular, of their willingness to provide military aid. Although we
must maintain our own commitments in the area, we should not ex-
pect the Soviets to be dislodged through an arms race. We are up
against a Soviet political strategy enhanced by growing military
power. The best way to meet this Soviet threat is by achieving a settle-
ment of the Arab-Tsraeli dispute. The stability that would result from
such an agreement would serve our interests; instability serves Soviet
interests in the area. Such a settlement would lessen Arab dependence
on Soviet arms and permit the Arabs to diversify their sources of out-
side support. In our judgment, if and when the Arabs and Tsraelis
arrive at a political settlement, present Soviet troublemaking capabil-
ity will be reduced.

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rosextiar. Mr. Matlock, did you want to add some views or
thoughts?

Mr. Marrock. I have no statement prepared and I will be happy to
answer any questions.

Mr. RosexTirar. Would either one of you want to comment in any
fashion at all on the testimony of the previous witness, Professor
Pipes?

Mr. Davies. Well

Mr. Rosexrrarn. T mean on the substance of it,

Mr. Davizs. I found a great many things T could agree with. Mr.
Pipes is an eminent authority on the area and our views are close on
many aspects of the matters he touched on.
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SOVIET EXPANSBION

To go back to one of the fundamental things Dr. Pipes said with
regard to Soviet aggressiveness, I put less emphasis upon what he
appeared to depict of the innate aggressive quality, the concept that
wherever there is land the Soviets feel an urge to oceupy it or to get
control of it. It seemed to me it was a generalization that went rather
beyond what the historical facts might bear out in some cases.

I thought, too, that in his treatment of the impetus which lead the
Soviets to want to leap over Turkey and Iran he didn’t mention a
couple of things or rather he mentioned one but did not dwell on it.
and that is the Soviet demand at the end of the war for revision of the
Montreux Convention. There was also a demand from the Soviets for
what they depicted as the return of Kars and Ardahan in eastern
Turkey to the Soviet Union, pieces of territory that were demanded
from Turkey, and he did not mention the occupation of Azerbaijan,

I cite these things because I think they are important in explaining
some of the motivations of the neighboring states at the time in enter-
ing into defensive alliances against the Soviet Union.

I think some of the comments he made on the rather recent period
obviously we would have some quarrel with. I felt Dr. Pipes in his
historical survey was on very good ground by and large, but when he
got into contemporary events I don’t think that I would agree with
most. of what he said.

Mr. RosextraL. If he was on such good historical grounds. it seems
to me I guess he was. The point T think he made was that Russians by
tradition, long before the Soviets, were an expansionist power and that
merely is an extension of the expansionist power.

You say on page 6 of your statement, “We are up against a Soviet
political strategy enhanced by growing military power.” Then you say,
“The best way to meet this Soviet threat is by achieving a settlement
of the Arab-Tsraeli dispute.”

Now the implication T draw from your statement is that if the Arab-
Israeli dispute were resolved that the Soviet influence or expansionist
aims in the Middle East could diminish.

Mr. Davirs. No.

Mr. Rosextriar. The sugeestion is that the Soviets’ nat ural tendency
to expansionism would continue notwithstanding events in the Middle
East. Do I read you wrong ?

SOVIET OPPORTUNISM

Mr. Davies. No; T would agree that Soviet aims would remain.
The question is one of opportunities. It seems to me that Dr. Pipes
did bring out quite clearly a point on which I agree with him strongly,
that it is primarily a matter of opportunities—where they see the
opening, where they see a target which appears to be susceptible of
control, they are going to move. Now that, I believe. is precisely the
point that we are trying to make here. The opportunity has been
opened in recent times by the existence of this dispute—by the fact
that the Arab States have been looking for aid in what they regard as
their national natural struggle. The fact that the Soviets were there
and interested in the area represented the opportunity, which the
Soviets have grasped. It seems to me our job is——
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Mr. RosentraL, If the Arab-Tsraeli dispute is concluded. does the
Depa;“tment feel that that would terminate the Soviet expansionist
aims?

Mr. Davies. No. In fact, Mr, Chairman, I would think this would
be irrelevant if the Arab-Israeli dispute were concluded. We have
seen previous instances of Soviet expansion which, as Dr. Pipes noted,
had ended when the Soviets ran up against what they regarded to be
a superior force. I think T would like to emphasize in that connection
that the superior force does not have to be a military force. If you take
the case of Azerbaijan, the force was primarily, it seemed to me at the
}imv, psychological. They were attempting to take over this part of

ran.

When it became clear to them that there was going to be a real
clamor in the world, and there was, they changed their view pretty
quickly and pulled back. Now that does not mean that they don’t
continue to have stuck away somewhere in the back corners of their
minds the idea that some day it will be a good idea to reunify, as they
say, Iranian Azerbaijan with Soviet Azerbaijan. The aim may remain.
They judge at the time that the constellation of forces—not military
alone, because in fact military force was the least of the reasons they
withdrew, was such that they could not maintain their position, and
pulled back.

SHORT-TERM SOVIET AIMS

So T don’t think we should be concerned here with trying to change
long-term Soviet geopolitical aims. After all, these are perceptions
that they have of what they require or would like to have at a given
point. That T think is the part of Dr. Pipes’ presentation which I
find most difficult.

Mr. RosentHAL. Yesterday's witnesses said essentially the same
thing, the Soviets had—I think someone used the word Viectorian atti-
tude, that they now assumed the role of a major power. And one of the
burdens of a major power is to have a large empire, failing to recog-
nize that this has become too costly for the top of the 20th century
economies to support but nonetheless they are going to pursue their
own kind of expansionism. So far all the witnesses suggested that. I
just wondered if it is your view and the view of the Department that
the conclusion of the Arab-Israeli dispute would in any way soften
that expansionist attitude ?

Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, you know, I don’t think any department
of the T.S. Government has a firmly formulated view on the point of
Soviet long term aims. There are all kinds of views within the Gov-
ernment as there are outside the Government on this guestion. We
have, as you are aware, enough of a problem developing policies of
immediate relatively short term——

Mr. RosextaAL. You have to understand long term objectives.

Mr. Davies. You eertainly do. You have to bear in mind that there
12 this expansionist element. however explained. however motivated,
in the Soviet outlook on the outside world. I would explain it some-
what differently from Dr. Pipes, but what we are talking about in the
case of the Arab-Israeli dispute is attempting to remove an oppor-
tunity. This does not mean that the Soviets would then give up their
aims in the Middle East, they would look for other channels through
which to fulfill them.
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I think one difficulty with the point of view Dr. Pipes is presenting
in the last of his answers to questions, riecht at the end, was that he
seemed to be positing the necessity for a zero-sum game in some gain
heve. Well, T don’t think that is a winning proposition. I mean what
we should be concerned with is not seeking a way to find more direct
means of confronting the Soviets but of depriving them of the means
of confronting ourselves and others, and I think that ean be done
politically.

Jack, do you have comments?

Mr. RosENTHAL. Let me just have one other thought. You said you
disagree with him on some areas of current matters that we have
discussed.

Mr. Davies. Yes.

DIRECT NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. RosextrAL. Do you disagree with the proposition he made that
the real useful way to conclude the Arab-Isracli dispute was between
direct negotiations of the parties? Ts that one of the things vou dis-
agree on ¢

Mr. Davies. Yes, T disagree on that, and on this thing T would agree
in the terms of a final solution, a definitive solution of this problem.
There has to be a direct negotiation, but it did seem to me that Dr.
Pipes was not looking toward the shorter term. that he was positing
this in terms which are quite natural to the historian but ones which
diplomats or people who are dealing with these matters on a current
basis don’t find congenial.

That has to be done before you are going to get a lasting, solid peace
in the Middle East and that we take fully into account and realize.
What we are talking about at the moment though is finding ways and
means to keep war from breaking out there, to reduce the possibility
of a renewal of the fighting. I would suggest that that is our goal
which is more limited than the one he was positing when he said that.

Mr. RosentHAL. What about the view that he expressed that West-
ern Europe shonld become more seriously involved about Soviet pene-
trations: that it is in their interest to resist that when the opportunity
presents itself and that we onght, to announce or indicate that it is a
cornerstone of our policy that they should assume an interest in the
Middle Fast which they seem to be retreating from?

NIXON DOCTRINE

Mr. Davies. T wonld agree with that view. I think the goal of
getting the Western Europeans to do more—they are already doing
a great deal—but to do more both in Europe and in the nearby areas
which are bound to be of considerable interest to them from a number
of points of view is part of the President’s policy of letting the rest
of the world know that we cannot go on bearing so large a share of
the burden as we have in the past. I believe this is inherent in the
Nixon doctrine.

I would say though that it does not seem to me it would be terribly
useful at this point to come out with a resounding statement to this
effect. T think the way we have to work towards that goal is through
representations to the Europeans and effort consistently over a period




of fime to convinee them that they have got to get in here and bear a
somewhat larcer share of the burden. I am afraid that demonst rative
tatements of this sort, unless they had a practical effect and were
oiven practical implementation, would not help a great deal.

Mr. Rosentrarn. Mr. Matlock, did you want to say something?

STATEMENT OF JACK F. MATLOCK, JR., DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
SOVIET UNION AFFAIRS, BUREAU OF EUROPEAN AFFAIRS, DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE

(The biography of Jack F. Matlock, Jr., appears on p. 187.)

M. Marrock. I just wanted to add another example on what n my
mind illustrates the difference between ultimate aims and capabilities.
I think we had a very good example in Soviet policy just before, dur-
ing and immediately after the Second World War regarding Finland.
Tt was very clearly the Soviet aim to absorb Finland into the Soviet
['nion like the Baltic States. Like the Balkan States, Finland had
been part of the Russian Empire and Stalin went so far as to set up a
Karelo Finnish Republic right next to Finland. He had as a member
of the Politburo an ethnic Finn, Kuusinen. It was very clear that the
aim of his policy was the absorption of Finland.

THE FINNISH EXAMPLE

You know, of course, their experience with the Winter War and
with the Finns during the war, and I think that over a period of
years it soon became evident to the S wiet Government that whatever

their desires might have been in that area it was not worth the cost.
Here I think again, strictly speaking in a purely military sense, if
they had really decided in 1945 that regardless of other considera-
tions they would have pushed their military forces iito Finland, it is
difficult {o say really that the West would have resisted by force, both
the political costs and other costs would have been extremely high.

Now I would say that today who knows what is in the back of the
minds of some Soviet leaders? Maybe they do posit the absorption
of Finland as an ultimate goal—maybe they no longer do, but the
essential thing is that the political situation in Finland does not give
them the opportunity at least at this stage to achieve complete domina-
tion of Finland. I think our feeling is they are relatively comtortable
with the situation they have. I think that really has a bearing on
what we are saying about the Arab-Israeli situation because regard-
less of what their intent might be, of what their ultimate goals might
be, what has really brought them in has not been these ultimate
goals or this intent so much as the specific situation which has led
the Arabs to turn to them. If this situation were ameliorated so that
the Arabs did not feel that they had to turn to the Russians, then
there would be much less opportunity, I think, for the Soviet
exercise of influence and power in the area would be reduced to a
commensurate degree.

‘Mr. Davies. That is a good point. Many other examples could be
cited in support of the contention that you know that we are not
dealing with a great land power which is inexorably pushed outwards
and cannot retract. They have retreated. They retreated not only in
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terms of their aims in Finland but they retreated from Austria. There
were many people in the West who said they will never give up their
zone of occupation in Austria, They did. They retreated from China.
This of course came at a moment of great weakness when they saw
the constellation of forces in the world very badly against them.
Actually, T think they were not so bad against the Soviets as they
believed they were.

So I think in looking at the Middle East we ought to apply these
lessons as well as the overarching view of political conclusions when
it comes to long-rance aims.

Mr. RosentHAL. Mr. Hamilton,

Mr. Hamrurow. If Soviet interests in the Middle East are best served
by instability as you mentioned in your statement, the Soviets will
not be any help to us on interim settlement efforts and beyond that it
would not scem to bode well for a big force. You are really saying
to us here that the Soviets don’t want a settlement in the Middle
East?

AN INTERIM SOLUTION

Mr. Davirs. Our reading is that they have not actively hindered
us. Their position now seems to be : OK, go ahead and see if you can
work out this interim settlement. No doubt in taking that position
they have got mixed motives. First of all, we can’t be sure what their
assessment, is of the chances of our suceess. Second. if we should
not succeed, they would be counting on benefiting by our failure.
However, there is a fundamental congruence of interest here despite
the vast divergence of aims and immediate goals, and that is that, like
us, they would prefer not to see the fighting break out again. Our
judgment at this moment is they don’t think that would be in their
interest.

Now what the situation would be if. as. and when they should
conclude that the Arab states were sufficiently strong to overcome the
Israelis militarily i another question.

Mr. Hasmrurox. They don’t want the fighting to break out between
Israel and Egypt ?

Mr. Davrzs. That is correct.

Mr. Hammrox. How do von characterize Soviet military assistance
to Egypt? Would you say it is defensive in nature or are they supply-
ing offensive weaponry. or hoth ?

Mr. Davies. Well, in effect both, but the mix seems to he qualified
on the side of not giving the Egyptians everything they want and
particularly in the sphere of offensive weapons: that is. if one ean
imagine the kinds of thines the Egyptians would want if. for example.
they were planning a massive crosc-canal operation. Now some of
these items have shown up in Egvpt but not in anantities which wonld
lead us to believe that the Soviets have agreed with the Egyptians that
this shonld be the next stage.

Mr. Hasrron. Ts there any debate going on in the Soviet Union
abont the poliey?

Mr. Davies. Well, now, vou have asked a question which starts
Kremlinologists musing. T personally believe there is a debate ooing
on, T believe there is a debate going on all the time on important
elements of Soviet foreign policy of this magnitude. T think there
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are people there, there are what you might call parallels with the “little
Englanders” in England of the late 19th century. There are “little
Russians™ and “great Russians.”

DIFFERING SOVIET VIEWS

I am not using that term in any ethnic sense, as it usually is. I think
there are people who say we have got enough to worry about with
what we have right around our borders. We are not threatened in
any material way from the south: that is, by Turkey and Iran. Yes,
it would be good if we had more influence there and we were quite
sure that they would never ally themselves with anybody else against
us.

Mr. Hasxurron. Now can we identify specific Soviet leaders, for ex-
ample, that advoeate that line?

Mr. Davies. No. That is why I say you don’t evoke conerete answers,
We cannot identify specific people who would be taking a quest ioning
attitude. We can make guesses based upon the positions some of the
leadership have taken on other questions. For example, I think most
people who study this subject carefully are inclined to think that those
Soviet leaders who have a particular interest on the economic side—
that is, building up Soviet industry and developing Soviet technology
in catching up with the West, as they have always said they wanted
to—will probably be a little Jess inclined to support what they may
feel is adventurous foreign policy. We don’t have any proof of this.

The leadership acts together, the Polithuro makes its decisions
either by reaching a consensus with no important figure strongly dis-
senting or on occasion by a majority vote and we don’t get an insight
into what goes on in this tiny group of 13 or 14 men. They make these
decisions and they are successful m avoiding leaks to the press.

Mr. Haxauron, Is it your view in the Department that direct talks
between Egypt and Israel are impossible in the immediate future? And
if so, why 1s it your view

Mr. Davies. Sir, you are really getting out of my area there, the
European area. I think I really should say that you ought to ask Joe
Sisco and people who are responsible for Near Eastern affairs.

Mr. Hayirron, We will hold the question for another time.

Is there anything you can report to us as a result of the United Na-
tions discussions with the Secretary that bears on this question of
Soviet interest in the Middle East ?

Mr. Davies. Noj there is not. I am not aware of anything that has
come out of those that would change the situation as it was viewed
before the United Nations met.

OPENING SUEZ CANAL

Mr. Hamiuron. How strongly do we think the Soviets want to open
up the Suez Canal ?

Mr. Davies. Well, T think they would like to see the Suez Canal
opened. Now we were talking earlier about——

Mr. Hammron. Are they putting a lot of pressure on Egypt to get
it open ?

Mr. Davres. No; T don’t think they are. T think their position now

as best we can determine it is one in effect of letting the Egyptians
make the running.
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My, Hamirron, Make the what #

Mr. Davies. Make the running on this score. That is, the Egyptians
have been involved with us during this past period in an effort to find
an interim settlement. I think the Soviet attitude is one of saying,
“Well, you people have to make up your own minds; how do you want
to play this?” y ]

Now I think it is also quite probable that they are not doing anything
in particular to push the Egyptians in this direction. I think here
probably their major concern is that the United States should not end
up publicly appearing as the author of the interim settlement.

Mr. Hamruron. What kind of an attitude are European allies ex-
pressing with regard to our interim peace efforts?

Mr. Davies. In general I think it is one of support. They would like
to see us succeed, they would like to see a settlement reached in the
area.

Mr. Hasuron, Don’t they have very great misgivings about the
chances of success of an interim settlement ¢

Mr. Davies. Some of them do; yes.

Mr. Hamrrron. In other words, some of them say to us it is not going
to work?

Mr. Davies. Yes; some of them are.

Mr. Hasarron, Whot

EUROFE WAITING FOR UNITED STATES

Mr. Davies. Well, I don’t think any of the governments involved
have come forward with this kind of judgment. Now we have heard
from some of our colleagues that they do have strong doubts, they are

not at all sure it will work. But I think the attitude of our European
allies is one of wishing us well and hoping that we can come up with
a settlement.

Mr. Hasmnron. One of our witnesses yesterday said that the Soviets
are beginning to develop an interest in Middle East oil and that con-
sumption is or will soon be outstripping domestic production.

Mr. Davies. Soviet consumption #

Mr. Hayruron. Yes, Soviet consumption.

Do we see this interest ?

Mr. Davirs. No, we have not.

Jack.

Mr. MaTrock. Noj as a matter of fact, I think our feeling on this
point is that probably Soviet production if we look ahead say to 1975.
1980, is very likely going to keep pace with Soviet consumption. Now
they may have some unfulfilled requirements if they take on export
responsibilities or export commitments. You know, right now they ex-
port I think about 800,000 barrels a day to Eastern Europe and about
the same amount to other countries in Western Europe and to some
extent to Japan. So they have fairly substantial export commitments.

L think the problem 1s not so much are they running out of oil for
their own use or will they run out of oil. It may well be that they need
a certain amount if they need to maintain their export position. I think
here that the problem is unlikely to be of such a magnitude that this
would be a significant motivating force—I mean their own need for
the oil.

Mr. HaxmivroN. Let me ask you the same question I asked Dr. Pipes.
Where does the Soviet leadership put the Middle East in their scale
of priorities today ¢
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Mr. Davigs. I think Dr. Pipes had a good answer. The first priority
is at the moment China. Very closely linked with that is the problem
of Europe, including Eastern Europe which continues to be a prob-
lem for them 26 years after the war. They are concerned to reach
settlements and create an atmosphere of detente in Europe, I think
primarily because of their great worry over China. It seems to me that
the Middle East comes after this complex of problems. If you want to
take the three areas and rank them in order, I would say the Middle
East comes third. g

Mzr. Hayivron. Have we seen any change since the Soviet-Egyptian
treaty in the flow of arms to Egypt ?

Mr. Davis. There has not been any great upsurge in the delivery of
arms, no, sir.

Mr. Hamruro. In this statement they made just the other day——

Mr. Davies. The communique

Mr. Hamirron. Yes. They indicated more arms would be flowing,
didn’t they?

Mr. Davies. Well, yes, they did. The communique from the Sadat
visit says that the Soviets will continue to support the Egyptians
through the supply of arms.

Mr. Hamiron. Was there a connotation of increased supply ?

NO INCREASE IN ARMS

Mr. Davies. I don’t think the connotation was one of increased
supply. I think there we are going to wait and see what happens. The
Egyptian war minister did stay in Moscow following the departure of
President Sadat presumably to negotiate on this and allied questions.

Mr. HamiuroN. Are you satisfied that our surveillance techniques
here are very good with regard to monitoring the supply of arms?

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir; I think they are.

Mr. Hamiuron. We have high confidence in our ability to detect
what is going into this?

Mr. Davies. Yes.

Mr. Hamivron. And the nature of the problems?

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hanavrow. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. RosenTaAL. Just one last question, Mr. Davies.

How do you see the Soviet fleet in the Mediterranean—as defensive,
offensive, mixed ? How do you see it as a threat to Europe, NATO, the
Middle Kast involved and so forth? I think we have had mixed opin-
ions on that.

Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, at the present time T would not describe
it as an outstandingly offensive force. It serves as an important Soviet
military presence in the area. We have not concluded that it is de-
signed as it now stands to be used in what you might call a first-strike
capacity and sweep the Mediterranean. It does provide a certain secu-
rity for Soviet operations in the eastern Mediterranean. Obviously one
of its principal tasks at the present time is to monitor what we are
doing and attempt to develop a body of doctrine on how it would meet
the problem of naval operations in the Mediterranean in time of war,
but 1t does not seem to us to be designed to be an overpowering threat,

Mr. Rosentman. Thank you very much. We appreciate your
appearance.

The subcommittees stands adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the joint subcommittee adjourned.)







SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE
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ComyrTTEE 0N FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SuBcoMMITTEES ON FLUROPE AND
THE NEAR EAasT,
Washington, D.C.

The joint subcommittee met at 2 p.m. in room 2175, Rayburn House
Office Building, the Hon. Lee H. Hamilton (chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on the Near East) presiding.

Mr. Hayruroxn. This joint meeting of the Subcommittee on Europe
and the Subcommittee on the Near East will come to order.

Today’s hearing will examine internal factors in the Soviet Union
affecting the formulation of Soviet foreign policy toward areas like
the Middle East. While we are primarily interested in looking at those
bureaucracies in the Soviet Union with a stake in Soviet policy and
involvement in the Middle Kast, we would also like to discuss what
kinds of debate go on in the Soviet Union on foreign policy issues in-
volving the Middle East.

We are happy to have with us today two scholars with expertise on
Soviet foreign policy. Dr. Vernon Aspaturian is a professor of politi-
cal science at Pennsylvania State University and Dr. Roman Kol-
kowicz is a professor of political science at the University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles.

Dr. Aspaturian, I believe you testified before the Subcommittee on
Europe in 1964. We welcome you back and you may proceed to read
or summarize your statement, as you choose. For the benefit of both
of you, your statements will be entered into the record and made a
part of the record.

You may proceed, Dr. Aspaturian.

STATEMENT OF VERNON V. ASPATURIAN, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL
SCIENCE, PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

('The biography of Mr. Aspaturian appears on p. 183.)

Mr. Asparurian. Thank you very much, Mr. Hamilton.

What I propose to do is to discuss in somewhat brief fashion inter-
nal forces in Soviet policy as they affect the eastern Mediterranean,
more importantly how Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean has
affected internal and domestic forces and institutions. I want to con-
centrate essentially on two general categories of institutions and forces
that are affected and have affected policy. The first general category
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consists of the nationalities and certain religious groups and the sec-
ond consists of public bodies, institutions and various other social
groupings.

RUSSIAN INTEREST IN EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

Russia’s interest in the eastern Mediterranean has been long dur-
able and persistent. In spite of unrelenting attempts to establish a
presence in the area over the past century in concert, association or in-
trigue with a wide assortment of other powers, until comparatively
recent times all of these attempts have resulted in signal failure for
one reason or another.

Neither the alliance with the Entente in World War I, nor the ill-
fated association with Hitler in 193941, nor the joint Allied victory in
World War IT could bring about the realization of a more than 100-
year ambition to become a Mediterranean power. All of Russia’s part-
ners, of whatever political hue, ideological coloring or vintage, scemed
equally implacable in blocking Russia’s entry into this vital waterway
which has always been of strategic importance to Europe, Asia, and
Afriea, and now plays a crucial role in the overall global balance of
strategic power.

I need not go into detail concerning the various strategems employed
by Moscow to reach into the Mediterranean, since this has been amply
covered by other witnesses, but rather I wish to restrict my remarks
almost exclusively to the internal forces and pressures which have
impelled the Soviet Union to expend the immense effort, resources, and
l‘islkﬁ to achieve status as a Mediterranean power, and also to the im-
pact that these policies have in turn had upoen the interplay and inter-
action of domestic forces inside the Soviet Union. In my remarks, I
shall make only passing references to the goals and objectives—hath
short term and long range—of Soviet policy in this region, attempting
wherever possible to link them with domestic sources of impetus and
feedback effects upon Soviet domestic institutions, forces, and entities.

Initially, Soviet objectives in the eastern Mediterranean and its sur-
rounding areas were primarily ideological in character, stemming
largely from Moscow’s self-assumed mission of encouraging and sup-
porting revolutionary movements and groups of various hues as they
struggled to free themselves from European economic and political
control and influence. Fledgling Communist parties, radical national
ist movements and reformist, anticolonial regimes, including monarch-
ies, were supported in various ways in Turkey, Iran, Afehanistan and
elsewhere soon after the revolution in an endeavor to simultaneously
erect a political buffer zone against outside intervention and to pro-
vide a foundation for further ideological penetration and expansion.

TRADITIONAL BOVIET GOAL

While Soviet poliey during this period was largely bereft of ex-
plicit strategic, commercial, and political goals in the traditional sense,
as the Soviet regime stabilized itself and grew in power, the activities
of the Comintern and its various external components in these coun-
tries became de facto instruments of traditional Russian purposes in
the area, although within the context of world communism and de-
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liverance from colonialism and capitalism rather than tsarist expan-
sion or Christian humanitarianism.

The establishment of Soviet power in the Transcaucasus and its
formal incorporation into the U.S.S.R. once again made Russia a Near
Eastern, if not an eastern Mediterranean power, and the traditional
imperatives of security interests in the region once again assumed their
cardinal importance. Commereial and economic interests in the region
were also soon resurrected, and ideological interests were thus simply
grafted upon those already ordained by geography and history.

Thus from 1924 to 1939, Soviet interest in the eastern Mediter-
ranean was largely passive in character. It had no active or affirma-
tive policy, since its limited capabilities impelled it to focus upon
the more crucial areas of Central Europe and the Far East. An active
castern Mediterranean policy was simply a luxury which the Soviet
Union could not afford, since the British and French presence in the
region seemed firmly entrenched and fixed. The opportunities for pene-
tration and influence were sparse and the possible benefits of such a
policy equally meager.

WORLD WAR II

The Nazi-Soviet Pact and the first phase of World War II. how-
ever, created unexpected opportunities and possible windfalls. The
collapse of France and the military isolation of a beleaguered Britain
appeared to presage an imminent collapse of the Anglo-French sphere
of influence in the eastern Mediterranean, threatening to create an
enormous vacuum which Stalin felt should be shared by Hitler.

Less than a year before the German attack upon Russia, a bizarre

conference took place between Molotov and Hitler in Berlin. in which
the German dictator offered to define the forthcoming Soviet sphere
of influence in the region by expansively suggesting that Moscow
focus its attention “in the general direction of the Indian Ocean,” a
vision too grandiose and remote to have any relevance for Moscow’s
real concerns which at the time were in the Balkans and Turkey.

TURKEY AND IRAN

[ might say that the Soviet Union felt this was a rather remote and
rather utopian type of offer and instead countered with a formal
counterproposal that indicated Moscow was more interested in estab-
lishing a military and naval base in the Turkish Straits and more
interested in establishing a more limited but incredible sphere of in-
fluence “south of Batum and Baku in the general dirvection of the
Persian Gulf.” The Germans apparently rejected this proposal because
they never responded to it.

The Nazi-Soviet negotiations thus revealed that the traditional
interests of Russia in Iran, Turkey, and the straits had lain dormant
but were not dead and at least strongly suggested that Soviet ambitions
in this region could easily be aroused 1if the opportunity presented
itself, but equally suggested that Moscow was in no position to elevate
it to a primary or high-priority interest.

The Allied victory in World War II, the collapse of German and
Italian power in the Balkans and the weakening of the British po-
sition, however, served to sustain the opportunities at a level sufficient




60

to impel Stalin to at least make a serious effort to extend Soviet in-
fluence not only in Iran, Turkey, and the straits, but also to Greece,
north Africa and even east Africa. Different strategems were em-
ployed in each case, defined largely by the conditions, circumstances,
available instruments and credible justifications. In Iran, Soviet mili-
tary pressure, exerted mainly through Moscow’s refusal to withdraw
its forces from northern Iran, combined with the establishment of a

uppet autonomous regime in Persian Azerbaidzhan, and the manipu-
ation of the leftist Tudeh Party, were used in an effort to extract eco-
nomic and possibly territorial concessions from Teheran. In Turkey,
where neither a viable Communist Party or leftist movement existed,
Stalin employed Georgian and Armenian irredentism to annex terri-
tory from Turkey in the east and relied upon the support of grateful
Allies to coerce Turkey, which had wavered and vascillated during the
war, into permitting the Soviets to establish military and naval bases
on the straits. The traditional Russian obsession with security and
free exit from the Black Sea were offered as principal justifications.
In Greece, a civil war instigated by local Communist militants, al-
though apparently neither initiated nor enthusistically sanctioned by
Stalin, was reluctantly coopted by Moscow. Ironically, it was the local
Communist attempt to move Greece into the Soviet orbit that was the
principal factor which mobilized and congealed Western sentiment
against the otherwise reasonable claims which Moscow made against
Turkey, although the Soviet debacle in Iran also played its role. As
part of an apparent concerted design to establish herself as a Mediter-
ranean power, the Soviet Union also unexpectedly made bids of vary-
ing degrees of effort to become the trust power in three former Italian
colonies : The Dodecanese Islands off the Anatolian coast, the Cyrenai-
can part of Libya, and in Eritrea on the African Horn. All three bids
were rebuffed in spite of Molotov’s eloquent appeals that the Soviet
contribution to the Allied victory, her well-known opposition to coloni-
alism and her long experience with nationality problems, made Moscow
eminently qua]iﬁ%d to become a trust power. In addition, Moscow
demanded one-third of the Italian Navy as war booty, presumably to
use it as the basis of a Mediterranean fleet.

A SOVIET FAILURE

All of the postwar Soviet attempts to establish herself in the eastern
Mediterrancan region failed. Had the Soviet Union succeeded across
the board, there is little question but that Moscow would have become
a Mediterranean power of some magnitude, given the fact that the
British were already expressing their inability to fully preserve their
former presence and were calling upon the United States to fill the
vacuum. The eventual upshot was the emergence of the United States
as a Mediterranean power and the incorporation of Greece and Turkey
into the Western alliance system as American protectorates. Stalin
prudently retreated to the Black Sea and, after his death, his successors
made amends to Turkey and officially withdrew its earlier demands
for both bases and territory.

I present this as a way of backdrop because I think it is important
to link together these various aspects of Soviet interests in the area in
order to show how it relates to the main focus of my statement.
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We can say with respeet to the Soviet demands upon Turkey in 1946
and 1947, down to about that time, the role of internal forces. institu-
tions, and groupings in the shaping of Soviet policy in the eastern
Mediterranean, as well as the impact of such policy upon the domestic
situation, was rather limited and restricted. As you know, private
interest groups do not exist in the Soviet system and hence there were
none that could conceivably develop a vested interest in the region;
nor, with the exception of the armed forces, were there any public
institutions sufficiently independent or functionally differentiated to
develop discretely distinguishable, even thongh nonconflicting, nter-
ests in the area.

The armed forces, particularly the navy, were anxious to secure free
exit from the Black Sea and the addition of new territory south of the
Caucasus would undoubtedly improve the Soviet defense perimeter in
that vital region but, aside from this, there was little opportumty or
even perception of separate interests by Soviet public lmhics and insti-
tutions. Furthermore, the Soviet decisionmaking process was so cen-
tralized during this period that Soviet public bodies and institutions
were largely instrumentalities of the decisionmakers rather than active
participants in the decisionmaking process.

RUSSIAN POLICYMAKING

Whatever benefits acerued to various internal publie bodies. institu-
tions or groupings were largely fortuitous windfalls and not the prod-
uct of conscious pressure, leverage or even design. Thus, had Stalin’s
postwar demands in the area materialized, the armed forces, particu-
larly the navy, would have been substantially benefited whether it

actively participated in formulating the policy or not.
YI ‘ Z I Y

Policies in the region, as elsewhere, were largely conceived and
developed by the leadership, based upon its values, goals and definition
of interests and similarly executed in accordance with its judgment and
assessment of the situation. These interests were broad and diffuse in
character and did not correspond in a discrete sense with the specific
interests of given internal entities. Rather, the overall purpose was to
strengthen the Soviet Union, expand her power and influence to assure
in the first place the security and survival of the Soviet State, and to
prepare in the second place a foundation for expanding the area of
Soviet influence via conventional means or the spread of communism.

Moscow songht bases on the Turkish Straits and territory in eastern
Turkey largely for strategic and defensive purposes, although eventu-
ally they could be used as a basis for further expansion. In Iran,
Moscow sought not only oil concessions on favorable terms but wished
to weaken the Iranian state and draw it into the Soviet politieal
orbit. In Greece, ideological aims were imposed, but accepted, upon
Moscow by local Communist militants. And Soviet demands for trust
territories in Africa could be described essentially as a desire for
enhanced international prestige and acceptance, although such trust
territories would enable Moscow to establish a foothold in Africa
as a prelude to undermining British and French power in the
continent,

Stalin prudently refrained from making demands that would ex-
plicitly encroach upon established French and British interests and
thus the Arab states were considered off-limits for the moment.
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RUSSIAN NATIONALITIES AND MIDDLE EAST POLICY

Aside from purely public bodies and institutions, other internal
forces that were to become more intricately involved in the eastern
Mediterranean policy of the Soviet Union were social and national
groupings and, in particular, certain religious groups and nationalities.
Soviet Jews and Muslims, Georgians and Armenians, and even the
Russian Orthodox Church, had important links with the region, as
well as discretely defined and perceived interests which could vitally
affect Soviet policy and, in turn, be affected by it. Unlike Soviet
public bodies and institutions at the time, these were domestic group-
ings of long historical duration, with almost predetermined interests
in the area but, because of the Soviet political system, were effectively
precluded from acting as independent or autonomous centers of in-
fluence and pressure upon the Soviet decisionmakers generally.

Stalin was quite aware of these interests and, while keeping their
propensity for initiating action or exercising independent articulation
of their view suppressed, he shrewdly manipulated their external con-
nections and links for entirely other purposes. Capitalizing on the fact
that the special interests of these groups were both well-known and
enjoyed a credible legitimacy in the outside world. he employed them
as instruments of Soviet policy without at the same time allowing
them to become active participants in its formulation.

Thus, the Russian Orthodox Church with its interests in Jerusalem
and its spiritual links with Greek Orthodox communifies in Greece
and the Arab world, the Jews with their intererst in Palestine and
later Israel, the Armenians with their special ties to Armenian com-
munities in the eastern Mediterranean countries and irredentist elaim
to their historical homeland in eastern Turkey. the Georgians with
stmilar though less extensive territorial claims to Turkish territory,
the Azerbaidzhanis and their association with neighboring kinsmen
in north Tran, and the Soviet Muslims with their spiritual links with
other Muslims in the Mediterranean region, were all utilized as pawns
of Soviet policy in one connection or another.

ARMENTIANS AND MUSLIMS

The Armenians inside and ontside the Soviet Union were energized
and activated to give legitimacy to Soviet demands against Turkey,
since this was a cause to which all Armenians of various political hues
could rally; the new State of Israel was quickly recognized and mili-
tary assistance funneled through Czechoslovakia. which was welcomed
warmly by Soviet Jewry and aronsed substantial support for Soviet
goals among sectors of Jewish communities abroad. Although the
potential was great, Stalin was not as skillful in utilizing Soviet
Muslims as instruments of Soviet policy partly because of the circum-
stances of individual cases and partly because of Stalin’s own personal
predisposition toward Muslim nationalities which he viewed with a
scorn just short of contempt,

Furthermore, Stalin was pursuing policies detrimental to Muslim
states and communities in the region; he was supporting Armenians
and Georgians against Turks and supporting Jews against Arabs.
Under the circumstances, it was perhaps more prudent not to need-
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lessly arouse Muslim consciousness and remind Soviet Muslims of
their external links. Even the Soviet activity in Persian Azerbaidzhan
was carefully disassociated from Soviet Azerbaidzhani irredentism,
unlike Soviet claims against Turkey which consciously enflamed Geor-
eian and Armenian nationalism in an active manner.

Although Stalin skillfully orchestrated and controlled the active
involvement of Soviet religious and national groups in support of
Soviet policy, he was equt I“\ adept at circumseribing their initiatives
and contnued to_actively repress their latent predisposition to act
spontaneously in behalf of Soviet interests which happened to coincide
with their own more speeific interests. Stalin knew that officially in-
gpired and directed involvement of these groups in support of Soviet
policy could easily develop its own individual momentum and become
disfunctional and even dangerous to Soviet policy if events and cir-
cumstances dictated a reversal or abandonment of policies supported by
these groups.

SOVIET JEWRY

Soviet Jewish support for Israel might continue even if Soviet policy
became hostile to Israel and Armenian irredentist demands against
Turkey might persist even if Moscow reversed its attitude and sought

rapprochement with Ankara. Stalin recognized these hazards and
dangers and he developed contingency plans to deal with them, relying
]ulnumll\ upon instruments of terror to keep these sentiments in
¢ Ill‘l 1\.

Nonetheless, the official blessing bestowed upon the activity of se-
lected national and religious groups in support of specific aspects of
Soviet policy imparted to it a measure of legitimacy, even within the
Soviet context, which could not be easily or completely extinguished.
By recognizing the right of Soviet Jews and Armenians to support
Soviet policy in the name of promoting and defending Jewish and
Armenian national interests, Stalin inadvertently Ie"mmlxed both
Jewish and Armenian nationalism as an absolute right.

At this stage, the revival of Jewish self- 111(ﬂ1t11} and consciousness
posed a greater hazard to Stalin’s policies than did Armenian na-
fionalism. since the Jewish State which became the focus of Soviet
Jewish support was not under Soviet control or influence and seemed
unlikely to be in the foreseeable future.

Furthermore, the more active involvement of the more numerous
and influential Jewish community in the United States on behalf of
Israel and its greater importance to Israel itself, impelled the suspi-
cious Stalin to perceive the possibility that Soviet Jewry, becanse of
its concern with Israel, might be converted into an instrument of Is-
raell and even U.S. interests, and he took immediate measures to frus-
trate and eradicate this possibility. Whether Soviet pnhf\ toward Is-
rael assumed an ever more hostile turn during the late Stalin period
because of this fear of a potential fifth columm or whether it stemmed
from a conscious decision to abandon Israel as a possible Soviet client-
state in the eastern Mediterranean in favor of other prospects remains
diffienlt to discern.

Irrespective of why Soviet policy toward Israel underwent an
abrupt change, the consequences for Soviet Jewry of this initial exer-
cise in becoming actively implieated in Soviet Near Eastern policy
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was a near disaster. The episode also contributed mightily to the re-
crudescence of anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union which ultimately
developed its own rationale independent and separate from Soviet
policy toward Israel, and yet influenced it as well as conditioned the
attitude of Soviet Jews to the Soviet State itself.

It should be noted that the Soviet attitude toward the Arab states
and their claims against Tsrael was not a factor in Soviet behavior at
this time. The alienation of Moscow from Israel and the alienation of
Soviet Jews from the Soviet regime became essentially a domestic
problem, whose dynamics assumed an independence from Soviet pol-
icy in the eastern Mediterranean although it grew out of that policy.
When Moscow in 1955 developed an active pro-Arab policy, this sim-
ply aggravated the alienation which has since grown to enormous pro-
portions and threatens to become one of the most serious domestic
problems of Soviet society. Conceivably, Jewish alienation could
spread and infect other nationalities whose latent resentments and
fru;t.rntions against the Soviet regime might easily be forced te
surface.

EFFECTS OF MIDDLE EAST POLICY ON SOVIET MINORITIES

The increasing Soviet involvement in Arab affairs and support for
Arab claims against Israel has resulted in the activation of the Soviet
Muslim nationalities, even to the extent of using Muslim political and
cultural dignitaries as Soviet diplomats to Arab countries. Since none
of the Soviet Muslim nationalities are Arabs, this means that not na-
tional but religious and cultural affiliation is being employed and ac-

tivated. Here again, as long as Soviet policy is pro-Arab, it does not
run counter to normal Soviet Muslim sentiments, but should it for
some unforeseen reason become anti-Arab and hence indirectly anti-
Muslim, some alienation of Soviet Muslims can be expected due to this
particular aspect of Soviet policy.

Changes in Soviet policy toward Turkey also resulted in a similar
eyele of mobilization and alienation of Armenian support for Soviet
causes in the area. As long as Soviet claims against Turkey, ostensibly
on behalf of the Armenians, were not abandoned even though not vig-
orously prosecuted, there was little reaction from the Soviet Arme-
nians other than varying degrees of gratitude and support. After Sta-
lin’s death, however, when his successors formally apologized to
Turkey and forced the Georgians and Armenians to officially abandon
their irredentist claims, Armenian disenchantment gave way first to
disillusionment and eventually to potential alienation as the Soviet
regime actively pursued a rapprochement with Turkey.

As part of this effort, the Soviet regime, in response to Turkish rep-
resentations, has sought to mufile those aspects of Armenian nation-
alism that appear offensive to the Turks. Thus, in 1965 and 1966, when
the Armenian Republic commemorated the 50th anniversary of the
Turkish massacres, Moscow intervened to downplay the event. The
consequence was anger and revulsion, which erupted in demonstrations
and riots in Yerevan as Armenian speakers attacked the Turks and
demanded that the Soviet authorities do more to satisfy their claims
against Turkey. These anti-Turkish sentiments were publicly expressed
by outstanding Armenian intellectuals, writers and scientists of un-
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impeachable loyalty to the Soviet State and fidelity to the Commu-
nist Party. As a result, Moscow intervened and removed the leader-
ship from both the Armenian Communist Party and Government be-
cause of their inability to control these exuberant manifestations of
nationalism, but these resentments and anger continue to persist.

It should also be pointed out in this connection, however, that the
new Soviet approach to Turkey has found a warm reception in Soviet
Azerbaidzhan and among the various Turkic nationalities of central
Asia, all of whom have strong cultural, linguistic and religious ties
with the Ottoman Turks. Thus, if Moscow should once again adopt
a policy hostile to Turkey in response to Armenian pressures or for
some other reason, she runs the risk of alienating the Soviet Turkic
nationalities who, in the meantime, have been mobilized to support
and facilitate Soviet repprochement with Ankara.

PRESSURES OF SOVIET NATIONALITIES

Let me point out what I think should be drawn out as Soviet
nationalities exert pressures on the Soviet Government in its Near
Eastern policy. What is important in this connection by way of sum-
mary is this:

1. National and religious groups in the Soviet Union have become
converted from passive objects of manipulation by Soviet leaders into
increasingly active pressure groups seeking to force Moscow to adopt
policies in the Near East that are congenial or at least not hostile
toward states and groups that have close connections with them. In
almost all eases, this poses a serious dilemma for the Soviet authorities
since domestic Soviet national and religious groups pressure the Soviet
regime on behalf of contradictory policies. Responding to Jewish de-
mands in support of Israel would alienate Muslim nationalities, where-
as responding to the pressures of Muslim nationalities to support the
Arabs against Israel and to seek rapprochement with Turkey will
continue to alienate Soviet Jews and Armenians,

2. The Soviet regime is involved currently in a serious conflict with
substantial numbers of Soviet citizens because its policies in the east-
ern Mediterranean have aggravated anti-Semitic tendencies at home.
To a lesser degree, Moscow 1s in danger of alienating a significant num-
ber of Armenians because of its refusal to actively press Armenian
national claims against Turkey. The Armenians pose less of a problem
than the Jews because they are more vulnerable as a national entity—
virtually the entire Armenian nation resides on Soviet territory—and
thus they enjoy no option aside from displaying their resentments,
anger, and frustrations in symbolic and passive form.

In the case of the Jews, the Soviet Jews constitute only a small frac-
tion of the total world Jewish community, and the Jewish State exists
outside Soviet control. Jewish alienation thus can assume the form of
increasing demands for emigration to Israel and this agitation will
find considerable support in Israel, the United States and in other
countries. Bowing to these demands in turn could complicate the
recime’s relations with other national and religious groups which
mioht demand similar rights to emigrate, particularly those national
groups whose national states lie outside the Soviet i'nit)_n. FIII_‘T]II’I':
more. allowing Soviet Jews to leave for Israel wounld bring cries ot
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outrage from Arab states, since this would have the effect of not only
strengthening Israel but reenforcing the legitimacy of Jewish claims
to Palestine.

3. Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean is now inextricably
enmeshed in Soviet nationality problems at home and efiects Soviet
relations not only with individual Soviet nationalities but influences
the relationship of Soviet nationalities with one another as each at-
tempts to push the Soviet regime into a direction that conflicts with
the interests of the other nationalities.

Mr. Rosexriiar. I wonder if I can interrupt.

Mr. AspaTurian. Yes.

Mr. Rosextian. One view is that the Soviets sort of cheered these
minority groups on and, unwittingly, they have now developed into a
sort of a Frankenstein monster. These strong views, having been acti-
vated by governmental policy and by their own individual momen-
tum, is carried forward by the ethnic or religions or other nationalities.

Mr. Aspaturiax. Yes.

Mr. RosExTHAL. It seems to me like a dilemma.

Mr. AspaTurian. Yes: it threatens to spill over and create similar
problems for other nationalities that currently are not even affected
directly in Soviet policy.

Mr. Rosextiran. This is something we have not done here in the
United States. We have not tried as a governmental policy to cheer
such groups on.

A DOMESTIC INFLUENCE

Mr. Aspaturian. I think we have. We have not tried because we
don’t have to do that; the groups can cheer themselves on. One of the
reasons why we have not been really involved in this in the same way
is that we don’t have the same array of forces, although T would sus-
pect that if we had, say, 5 million Arabs in this country, American
policy in the Middle East might be a little different, and so would the
domestic situation.

Mr. RosentaAL. Getting back to the deeper domestic problems: we
have never tried to cheer groups on to support policy or to change
policy which is what is happening here.

Mr. Aspaturian. Well, T think that. given our political system. we
did that indirectly during the period of the cold war, when, I think, an
attempt was made to mobilize ethnic Americans from Eastern Europe
on behalf of American policy, not in the same way but I think that it
was done to a certain degree.

Mr. Rosexrtrar. It is very risky.

Mr. Asparurian. Yes; it is very risky because policies can change,
and once you arouse certain groups to support a particular policy on
grounds of a special interest that they might have this legitimatizes
their interest and keeps sustaining it even though the government
may deviate and revise its own estimate of what its interests should be.

Mr. RosexTtiaL. I think the Nixon administration sees that now in
a reversal in the China policy.

Mr. Aspaturian. Yes; I think to a certain degree that is true. Yes.

Do you want me to go on ?

Mr. Rosexrtiarn. Yes. please.
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Mr. Asparurian. Even Soviet claims to Turkey under Stalin trig-
gered Armenian-Georgian quarrels since the two republics had over-
lapping territorial elaims against Turkey. As a single state attempting
to simultaneously represent the national interests of more than a score
of different nationalities, the Soviet leaders are discovering that Soviet
foreign policy goals, particularly in the eastern Mediterranean, have
unwittingly exposed the basic lllL(JII![hitIl}ll]ili“-» of Soviet national pol-
icy as it simultaneously attempts to discharge its obligations to various
nationalities in the field of foreign policy and discovers, for example,
that its foreign policy on behalf of the Armenians conflicts with its
iun-wn policy on behalf of the Soviet Turkic nationalities.

Uw uneven impact of Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean
on various Soviet national and u-]!irmua groups also involves uneven
costs and risks for the Soviet regime. The Muslim and Turkie nation-
alities, while relatively numerous in both total numbers as well as indi-
vidual nations are not, however, among the more intensively developed
and skilled in the Soviet Union. They do, however, occupy large tracts
of strategically located territory on the borders of the U.S S.R. and
ineres mnﬂlx they are becoming an important factor in the Soviet con-
flict with China. Thus the alienation of substantial numbers of Soviet
Muslim and Turkic citizens would pose a serious problem for
Moscow, alt}mutrh the general level of consciousness among these groups
is relatively low and he dangers are not proportionate to their numer-
ical size.

JEWS AND ARMENTANS

On the other hand, the Jews and Armenians are relatively small
in total numbers, but they are two of the most intensively developed
and skilled sectors of the Soviet population, particularly the more
than 2 million Soviet Jews who constitute an invaluable, almost in-
dispensable, I would s say, human reservoir of scientific, intellectual and
artistic talent. This 18 also true, but to a lesser degree, of the
Armenians who, in addition to supplying the Soviet “Union with
outstanding scientists, intellectuals and creative artists, also furnish
substantial numbers of highly trained and skilled organizational,
managerial, military and administrative personnel, operating in sec-
tors from which Jews are excluded for political and other reasons. In
short, both national groups while small are creative minorities dis-
persed throughout the Soviet Union, performing valuable and impor-
tant functions. Their alienation, fn: any reason, could result in a
substantial reduction in their efficiency and performance, and cor-
respondingly that of the Soviet system as a whole.

I might point out here that although I am discussing the two nation-
alities in a single context, Jewish and Armenian interests in the eastern
Mediterranean are neither in harmony or in conflict; Armenians have
claims against Turkey and have no quarrel with the Arabs or Jews;
Jews have claims against the Arabs but no quarrel with either Turks
or Armenians. Thus, the discussion of the cost of their alienation to
the Soviet Union should not be interpreted as meaning that their
pressures upon Moscow are in the same direction or in cooperation
with one another. They move simply in different but not opposing
directions.
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RISEKS AND COSTS OF SOVIET MIDDLE EAST POLICY

Finally let me say in this connection that ultimately the greatest
costs and risks which the Soviet Union may bear as a result of its
eastern Mediterranean policy may well be the feedback effects of its
changing policies upon the nationality equilibrium at home.

I will go now to the Soviet public institutions and entities in Soviet
Middle Eastern policy : The armed forces, economic sectors and social
groups.

The continuing and deepening involvement of the Soviet Union in
the Middle East since 1955 has resulted in interlacing specific domestic
interests with policy in the area that goes beyond the nationality issue.
The Communist Party apparatus, various sectors of the economy, the
armed forces, sociofunctional groups, and even factions within the
state bureacuracy have all, to some degree, developed a vested stake in
Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean. While it is exceedingly
difficult to casually relate the interests of specific groups with certain
aspects of policy, it would appear that, as in the case of religions and
national groups, the influence upon the shaping of policy and the
reciprocal impact of policy upon interests is both uneven and fluctu-
ating in character.

Individual Soviet leaders and factional groupings within the lead-
ership have also developed a vested stake in the Soviet Middle Eastern
enterprise that would seem to affect their political fortunes favorably
or adversely. The minor shake-up in the Soviet Central Committee
after the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, coming immediately after indica-
tions in the Soviet press of a bitter controversy over the implications
of the Arab defeat for the U.S.S.R., suggests this very strongly. Indi-
viduals closely associated with Alexander Shelepin, in particular, ap-
pear to have suffered a loss in influence within the leadership.

The precise contours of those factional lines, together with their
positions, cannot be fixed but it appears certain that the 1967 war
affected some individuals and groupings adversely while benefiting
others. Similarly, controversy over whether to maintain, diminish or
deepen the Soviet commitment to the Arab cause leaves an uneven
impact upon various public institutions, factions, social groupings and
sectors of the economy.

Furthermore, the general Soviet citizenry is also vitally affected by
the costs of a particular policy in the eastern Mediterranean in rela-
tion to other priorities. The Soviet Union, over the past decade and a
half, has poured enormous resources into the Middle East, and thus
possesses an enormous economic, military and political investment in
the region which it must protect and preserve and the existence of
this investment has heen shaped by the interests of various internal
forces just as it in turn continues to affect the fortunes of these domes-
tie groups.

SOVIET ARMED FORCES

First and foremost, Soviet policy in the Middle East has contributed
immensely to the importance of the armed forces in the Soviet sys-
tem, although the armed forces may not have actively advocated such
a policy in the first place. In the past 15 years, however, the Soviet
military seems to have developed a vested stake in the policy that




69

goes over and beyond simply the abstract interests of the Soviet State.
The Arab defeat in 1967 was in some ways a defeat for the Soviet
military since it was charged with equipping and training the Egyp-
tian forces. Its prestige thus suffered indirectly, which suggests that
it is determined that this shall not happen again. Since 1967, Soviet
troops, technicians, advanced military equipment and perhaps even
marginal involvement in military operations have increasingly made
their presence felt on Egyptian soil.

All branches of the Soviet military appear to be actively involved,
but it is the Soviet Navy, in particular, that has demonstrated the
oreatest relative growth as a consequence of Soviet ambitions in the
Mediterranean. The expanding commitment to the Arab states has
been accompanied by steady growth of Soviet Naval Forces, which
increasingly assume a key tactical role in asserting the Soviet pres-
ence in the region. Establishing a sphere of influence in the Medi-
terranean, in effect, releases the Soviet Navy from its landlocked
environment, enabling it to grow to meet and exploit the expanding
opportunities that lie waiting in the Atlantic, the Persian Gulf and
the Indian Ocean.

Since Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean has justified the
rapid growth of the Soviet Navy, we can assume that the Soviet Naval
Forces have developed an enduring interest in preserving and expand-
ing Soviet power in this region. A failure of Soviet policy in the area
could have disastrous consequences for the Soviet Naval Forces; it
might be deprived of its quasi-bases in north Africa and be forced
back into the Black Sea, with a resultant contraction and diminished
role to play in Soviet life.

SOVIET INDUSTRY

The military investment in Egypt has also affected the Soviet econ-
omy, particularly the defense industries and heavy industries. Egypt
and other Third World countries have become a dumping grounﬂor
ineptness virtually guarantees a purpctug market for surplus and ob-
solete weapons. It becomes a market for spare parts and altogether
Soviet policy in this region serves to keep Soviet defense industries
humming and busily developing and producing new weapons which
can be tested and tried out in Egypt.

On the other hand, light industry, agriculture, the consumer goods
industries and the service industries may view Soviet policy in this
area with disfavor, since commitments to the Arab countries serves to
drain away scarce resources and preserves economic priorities that
these sectors of the economy find distasteful, since it arrests or deceler-
ates their growth in spite of growing demand at home for their goods
and services.

obsolete and surplus Soviet weapons, Effj\,’pt’s demonstrated military

ARTY APPARATUS

A third group whose interests are ambiguously affected by Soviet
military policy is the party apparatus. Normally, this institution finds
itself in close informal alliance with the military and heavy industry,
but this is by no means clear with respect to the Arab states. Since
none of the Arab states are Communist in character and all have
legally outlawed their Communist parties, the purists in the party
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apparatus are understandably apprehensive with Moscow’s extensive
and expensive flirtation with regimes that are internally unstable.
politically unreliable, ideologically suspect, and basically anti-Coom-
munist. Local Communists are often persecuted, harassed, jailed, and
executed by regimes which are actively supported by Moscow. This
serves to demoralize local Communists, frustrates the development of
Communist parties, arrests agitation for Marxist-Leninist type revo-
lutions and in general serves to ally Moscow with anti-Communist
regimes.

Furthermore, some veteran Soviet party officials are concerned that
these basically bourgeois regimes are exploiting Soviet power for their
own purposes and would be ready to abandon the Soviet association if
more desirable options were to make their appearance. There are sug-
gestions that some senior party officials in Russia regard the regimes
in Egypt, Syria, Traq, Algeria, and Sudan as more Fascist than Social-
ist in character. Thus, these officials may view with alarm the fact that
the Soviet Union in some ways has become the prisoner of weak,
ideologically erratie, and politically unreliable client-states that can
inadvertently maneuver the Soviet Union into confrontations with the
United States, forcing the Soviet State to lay its prestige on the line
by either escalating risks on behalf of dubious goals or withdrawing
in prudent humiliation.

It is noteworthy that senior Soviet party ideologists like Mikhail
Suslov have yet to express consistent enthusiasm for these regimes or
the Soviet association with them. Unlike the organizational party types
like Brezhnev, it appears that the ideological types are not particularly
enthusiastic about the specific manner in which the Soviet Union 1s
attempting to cultivate a sphere of influence in the Mediterranean.

Furthermore, Soviet support for regimes that outlaw local Commu-
nists serve as a signal to other Communist parties that they, too, can
expect to be sacrificed to promote Soviet global power interests as dis-
tinct from its ideological interests. This creates a possible opening for
the Chinese who may come to the rescue of local Communist parties
abandoned by the dictates of Soviet expediency.

Thank you.

(The full text of Mr. Aspaturian’s statement appears on p. 82.)

Mr. Hasrrrox. Thank you very much,

You may proceed, Mr. Kolkowiez.

STATEMENT OF ROMAN KOLKOWICZ, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL
SCIENCE, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, L0S ANGELES

(The biography of Mr. Kolkowicz appears on p. 185.)

Mzr. Kovxowrcz. Thank you very much.

I appreciate very much being able to discuss today the role of the
military factor in Soviet foreign policy and, more specifically, the
Soviet military goals in the Middle East and the role of the military
as a pressure group in the Soviet Union.

SOVIET MILITARY MORE IMPORTANT AFTER STALIN

The Soviet military has traditionally played a minor role in the
shaping of Soviet foreign policy objectives and interests. Stalin con-
trolled, coerced, and terrorized the officers corps whenever he found it
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expedient, and the military's views on foreign policy carried little
weight in the Politburo, except perhaps during World War II. The
death of the dictator in 195: 3, however, freed the milit: ary establishment
from its subordinate position, and they have since expanded their influ-
ence and political power impressively. It would not be an overstate-
ment to suggest that the Soviet military establishment has become the
most powerful institution in the Soviet Union next to the party.

There are many reasons for the military’s ascendance into their cur-
rent. position of influence. First, the single, dictatorial rule of Stalin
was replaced by a collective leadership, which by its very nature re-
duces the absolute power and control from the center, and is a kind of
coalition rule, with the attending necessity to constantly balance pow-
erful and at times conflicting interests at play; two, the Soviet Union
has become a global superpower whose interests and commitments
around the globe have grown substantially and depend to a large extent
on a viable and effective military establishment; three, the enormous
complexity of modern warfare and nuclear technology increased the
indidpensability of military expertise in policymaking; four, the
role of terror machine, which in the past kept the military controlled
and coerced, had now become reduced, thus making the military a more
self-assured and }n)\w.'l'fu] institution.

Fach of these factors, and many others, have strengthened the mili-
tary’s corporate autonomy and its influence on Soviet politics and
made the party leaders more dependent on the marshals, generals, and
admirals. These factors have also reduced the party’s controls within
the military and thus enabled the latter to press their demands with
greater immunity and impunity.

KHRUSHCHEV AND THE MILITARY

The current leaders in the Kremlin have undoubtedly also learned
an important political lesson from the experiences of their predeces-
sors, Malenkov and Khrushchev. They presumably learned that to
oppose the military’s basic interests in the long run eventually invites
political disaster. Chairman Malenkov, whose foreign and defense poli-
cies alienated the military during 1953-55, was m—ll\ ousted from
power with the military’s quppmt The price the military extracted
from his successor, Khrushchev, was impressive, involving higher mili-
tary budgetary allocations, massive promotions and the reduction of
party controls over the armed forces. Chairman Khrushehev who came
to power with the military’s ~11])llt;1t eventually opposed a number of
nupmhmt military objectives and was ousted from power in 1964 with

the -dl]])prnt of the military, who presumably expected a better deal

from the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime.

The Soviet military zepm».mt today a state within a state, an
£normous m:::mmllmn absorbing a large portion of Soviet economic
resources, given preferential treatment by the party and playing an
important 1010 in the shaping of Soviet defense and foreign policies.
We must ask, therefore, what does the lmht*u\' want ? Or, to put it
in another way, what are some of the military’s interests, objectives,
and values that are relevant to Soviet foreign policy presently !

The military’s basic objectives and perennial demands are no secret :
high priority levels for the doten-n sector of the economy; high levels
of budgetary allocations for the several branches of the armed
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forces; greater autonomy for the high command in the planning
and execution of military policy—in other words, greater author-
ity and independence from the party. The military prefers an
international environment which is less than stable and which can be
described in terms of high levels of “threat expectation,” in part as a
rationalization for the maintenance of high defense budgets and pri-
orities for the defense industrial sector.

A CONSERVATIVE MILITARY VIEW

With reference to broad foreign policy objectives, the military’s
attitudes may be described as militant, conservative, and rather in-
flexible. For example, the Soviet Government’s support of a detente
policy has met with resistance and hostility from many sectors of the
military ; past attempts by party leaders to reduce the burdensome size
and cost of the conventional forces in the Red Army have met with
concerted opposition from the military, and they were eventually re-
scinded ; occasions of political and military accommodations with the
West, as for example in the Cuban missile crisis, were met with hostil-
ity from the military.

There is no need to expand this list in order to arrive at the con-
clusion that the marshals, generals, and admirals prefer to deal with
Soviet external problems from a position of power, seeing the security
of the country and the pursuit of policy opportunities abroad as
being determined largely by the might of the Red Army. While Stalin
and Khrushchev resisted military pressures more e ffectively, presum-
ably being more strongly entrenched in power, the current leadership
is, for a variety of reasons, less willing or able to oppose the military.

One point needs to be made clear: in describing military-party dis-
agreements I do not mean to imply that the military is necessarily
more militant and adventurous than the party leaders; nor is it fair
to say that the military always speaks with a single, united voice.
The military community is frequently divided, interservice rivalry
is a known fact, and the party is constant ly seeking to further these
diversions within the military in order to prevent collusion and to
achieve better control. Moreover, the military high command is at
times more conservative and less adventurons than party leadership
in pressing for foreign and military adventures abroad.

However, when it comes to the military’s basic objectives described
above, the officer corps tends to act in a united way, and when it comes
to projecting military power abroad the military wants to be assured
that the time, place, and capabilities are right. In the contemporary
eriod, and with reference to the area under consideration today, the
.-klitldlc East, the military seems to feel that the time. the place, and
the capabilities are indeed right. Let us now, therefore, turn to Soviet
military goals in the Middle East.

I believe that in order to better understand Soviet political and
military objectives in the Middle East we should place these in the
broader context of their political and military purposes and policies
around the globe. The reason for this is, I believe. that their Middle
Eastern policy is closely related to others, and that future Soviet be.
havior in the Middle Eastern region will be strongly influenced by
what happens elsewhere.

It is a generally accepted fact that Soviet military and political
leaders rely, above all, on their military capabilities to defend their

3
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country, to control their satellites and to expand their influence around
the globe. Ideology, Communist doctrine, revolutionary propaganda,
and economic aid all play their assigned roles in Soviet political cal-
culations. But in the final analysis, to the suspicious Soviet mind, only
the might of arms is what preserves their gains and turns opportun-
ities into further gains. Now for about two decades since World War
I1, the Soviets labored under a disadvantage: they were strategically
inferior to the United States. Soviet leaders tried various means to
get around this handicap, but it was not until the past few years that
they finally obtained this desperately sought objective—obtaining stra-
tegic equality with the West. '

CHANGES IN SOVIET STRATEGIC POLICY

I believe that this development has led to several important changes
in Soviet strategic thinking and foreign policy.

For two decades since World War II, Soviet foreign and military
policy was essentially Western oriented, it focused on an intense con-
frontation of NATO and the United States. Soviet military capabili-
ties, postures, and strategies were aimed primarily against the West.
In recent years we have seen a shift in that policy emphasis and orien-
tation. We may call this new policy line, this new Soviet grand de-
sign, a policy of hold and explore. Specifically, hold the Western
flank stable, normalize and stabilize relations with the West from the
newly gained position of strategic equality, in order to gain greater
freedom to deal with the challenge from Communist China in the
East. and to explore promising opportunities south of Russia, in the
Mediterranean. in the Middle East, and in the areas of the Indian
Ocean.

Such a policy shift seems realistic and promising to Soviet political
and military leaders. They tend to see a continuation of the old, anti-
Western confrontation policy as one of high cost, high risk and low
payoff, while the pursuit of the new policy direction as one of rela-
tively low cost, low risk, and potential high payoff. Several recent
Soviet policy initiatives seem to support these assumptions: Soviet
interest in strategic arms control talks; Soviet interests in European
security arrangements with the West—all seem directed at a stabili-
zation and normalization of relations with the West from a position of
strategic and political strength and equality.

IMPLICATIONS OF SOVIET MILITARY EXPANSION IN THE MIDDLE EAS'

Moreover, Soviet concerns with China have become more acute, and
they have undertaken corresponding military and political measures
to that end. And finally, Soviet interests in and commitments to tae
Middle East have increased and are likely to increase. The Soviet mi'i-
tary expansion into the Middle East is therefore intimately related to
several developments and expectations:

One, the U.S. preoccupation with the conflict in Southeast Asia
which necessarily reduced our attention, interests, and the likelihood
of significant commitment to the Middle Eastern region.

Two, the sharp rise in the levels of Soviet strategic and conven-
tional capabilities offered the Soviets a greater sense of security vis-
a-vis the West and emboldened them to probe the degree of Western
resolve in the Middle East.

70-214—T71——6
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Three, the Middle Eastern region represents to the Soviet mind a
highly promising area for political and military exploitation: it con-
tains a number of intensely anti-Western countries, with unstable
leadership, seeking outside support and open to Communist
penetration.

Four, the pressure of the Soviet military upon the party leaders to
expand Soviet military presence in the region for both military and
political purposes has likely reduced whatever reservations there
might have been in the IXremlin.

CONCLUSIONS

We may suggest, therefore, that the increased Soviet military power
is looking for a purpose. To the Soviet military and political leaders
the Middle East is in many ways an ideal place and purpose. It opens
strategic areas in support of Soviet global military operations; it is
an area of ill-defined Western political interests, and thus prone to
probing and penetration; it offers the Soviet military an opportunity
to expand its influence abroad, to test certain doctrines and weapons:
it enhances the rationale for high levels of defense allocations at home.
An increased Soviet military presence in that region threatens the
southern flanks of NATO and the actual and symbolic Western pres-
ence. The region, moreover, is logistically aceessible to the Soviet
Union.

The Soviet military leaders have never, in the half century history
of their country, commanded a more formidable armed force; never
enjoyed such a strong political position at home; never been that
powerful vis-a-vis the West. Moreover, from the Soviet point of view,
their traditional adversaries, the United States and the NATO coun-
tries, have never been in such a disarray, largely because of Vietnam,
domestic preoccupations, and because of a disinclination to undertake
new global commitments.

I would conclude, therefore, that this is a rather dangerous situation
in which the Soviet military leaders may seek to force the hand of
their rather unimaginative and less-than-decisive collective political
leadership.

The future course of Soviet policy in the Middle East will there-
fore depend to a large extent on the firmness and resolve of the only
power capable of deterring further Soviet penetration of the Middle
Eastern region, and the only power capable of compelling them to
reconsider future course of action. In the absence of such a resolve I
suggest the Soviet military and political leaders will feel less con-
strained to expend their military presence there and thus set the stage
for a potential conflagration of disastrous proportions.

(The full text of Mr. Kolkowicz statement appears on p. 90.)

U.B. RESPONSE

M. Hasrrox. Gentlemen, we thank both of vou for your fine
statements. You have added perspectives to our committee hearings
that we have not had before and we appreciate your fine statements.

Dr. Kolkowicz, you conclude in the sentence that yon just read that:

The future course of Soviet poliey in the Middle East will therefore depend
to a large extent on the firmness and resolve of the only power capable of deter-
ring further Soviet penetration of the Middle Eastern region.
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That is the United States, T presume.

Mr. Kornxowicz. Yes.

Mr. Hamuoaox. What kind of steps do you think the United States
ought to take that we are not now taking to achieve that?

Mr. Koukowrcz. Well, I suggest that first we want to take a look
at the possibilities for influencing Soviet behavior. Soviet foreign
commitments of recent years have become expanded. While they are
militarily much stronger, they are also potentially more vulnerable.

Soviet political, military and economical commitments have ex-
panded in East Europe, the Far East and in the Middle East. There
are certain domestic pressures within the Soviet Union, pressures from
certain elites which are not quite sure of the outcomes of an endless
involvement in the quicksand of the Middle East.

What T am suggesting is that there are certain avenues possibly
open to us in which we may, without getting directly involved, deter
or influence further Soviet invelvement. First, we must come to terms
at home with a rather unhappy fact. The Middle East is not a remote
area of limited American interest. This is potentially, and not neces-
sarily remotely, a likely area of a more massive Soviet involvement and
we should, I believe, become educated to this possibility.

Second, I suggest we could possibly make it more expensive for the
Soviets at, for example, the SALT negotiations and foree them to con-
sider certain costs and risks involved in terms of their own priorities.
Lf we assume that Soviet interests in SALT are genuine, we may seek
to persuade them to reconsider these particular costs or risks involved.

Third, we obviously want to make sure that the State of Israel, the
only source of resistance to Soviet penetration, receives our substan-
tial support in terms of supportive declaratory policy and in terms of
not eroding at least minimal positions, minimal requirements for its
security.

What I am suggesting is not a very elegant solution simply because
the problem is too complicated. What I am suggesting is that there are
a variety of ways to persuade the Soviets to reconsider the costs and
the risks involved in their gradual and expanding penetration of the
Middle East.

SOVIET PENETRATION OF THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. Hasiuron. When you talk about penetration, what does the
word “penetration” mean to you? Are you thinking in terms of domi-
nation? Is this what the Soviets are seeking in the area, absolute con-
trol of certain states? Do you think the intent in Moscow today is to
control countries of the Middle East as they have controlled Eastern
European countries?

Mr. KoLgowicz. Well, I believe we might possibly want to examine
this problem on two or three levels. 1 don’t think that the Soviets are
strongly interested in getting more real estate in the Middle East. I
think the Soviets are predominantly interested—and this is a common-
place observation, but I think it is relevant—in the reduction of
Western presence in that region, both symbolic or actual Western
presence in the Middle East.

Second, the Soviets feel that they have a lot of time. They can afford
to undertake what might be called a capillary penetration into several
countries in the Middle East in which they have substantial influence
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right now ; that is, to establish a stronger political base in some of the
institutions, particularly in the more radical countries there, and in
some of the more receptive institutions like the military establishments.

Third, that particular region has always been a Russian political
and military objective; they have wanted it for over a hundred years.
Right now, they are strong and the traditional Western presence rela-
tively weak, they believe that they can possibly obtain that objective
in a less costly way.

So to come around full cirele, what the Soviets seem to want is not
the establishment of the Soviet flag there or to establish satellites there,
but to establish a dominant Soviet political, ideological, economical,
and military presence in the region.

SOVIET NATIONALITIES

Mr. Hayirron. Dr. Aspaturian, T was interested in your statement
on page 14 that “Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean is now
inextricably enmeshed in Soviet nationality problems in the Soviet
Union.” This is, as far as I know, to this joint subcommittee, a new
perspective.

How important in terms of Middle East policy do you think that is?
Is this the kind of thing that the Soviet policymakers have to weigh
very heavily in determining their Middle East policy ?

Mr. Asparorian. Well, let me attack it both in terms of the immedi-
ate aspect and the potential aspect. I think the Soviet nationality
situation is potentially one of the most explosive domestic situations
in the Soviet Union today. It is not blatantly obvious but there is a
great deal of simmering below the surface.

There is a great deal of discontent among various nationalities. The
discontent is uneven. Some nationalities, of course, are not as discon-
tented. What I have perceived recently, is that some nationalities that
at one time have been relatively content have been moved into a condi-
tion of ferment by a number of policies and the Near Eastern policy is
only a part of it. So I think we have to look at the Soviet nat ionality
question as a separate item which Soviet policy in the eastern Medi-
terranean affects.

I think with respect to the Jews, Soviet policy is critical. T think
that they have a real problem with Soviet Jews.

SOVIET JEWRY

Mr. Hasyarrox. How many Jews are there in the Soviet Union ?

Mr. Asearurian. According to the last census, about 2,130,000 which
registered a drop of about 150,000 from the previous census when
everybody expected it to go up by at least a half a million. So for some
of us who have closely examined the statistics this suggests that many
Jews are giving Russian as their nat ionality, either because they don’t
want any trouble or the authorities are indiseriminately counting Jews
as Russians to support and justify their charge that the Jewish prob-
lem is well on the road to solution via assimilation.

But it is not the large number that is important, it is the fact that the
Jews are one of the most creative people in the Soviet Union. Vir ually
all of their nuclear physicists, those involved in building atomic weap-
ons, have been Jews. Most of them remain nameless, but of those that
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we know of a large proportion are Jewish. Outstanding scientists and
mathematicians in other areas are Jewish. A substantial sector of the
medical establishment is Jewish. Although there are only two million
Jews in the Soviet Union, most of them are performing vital and
important tasks and if there was a '

_ Mr. Haswron. What I am trying to get at is the impact these na-
tionalities have upon Soviet policy, how much weight the leadership
of the Soviet Union has to give to the presence of these nationalities.
Now you are making the point that the Jews are very influential for
their size, but the Soviet policy in the Middle East obviously runs
counter to the wishes of its Jewish population.

Mr. Aspaturian. Well, it does at the present time but it all depends
on what the costs will be in the future with respect to pursuing this
kind of policy. One would have to ask, supposing Soviet policy was
committed in such a way as to associate itself with the Arab commit-
ment to destroy Israel or at least diminish it considerably. I think this
would have an explosive impact on the Soviet Jews.

Mr. Hamrurron. Do you think this is one reason the Soviets are
making some small overtures toward Israel today ?

Mr. AspaTurian. Yes, T think so. I think that this is one of the rea-
sons. I think that Victor Louis’ two articles in the New York Times
suggests that there is an alternative in Soviet policy that might come
into play under certain conditions,

Mr. Hamivron. Mr. Rosenthal.

U.8. INTERESTS! VIETNAM AND MIDDLE EAST

Mr. RosextHAL. Dr. Kolkowicz, you talked about military interest
in the Soviet Union and touched slightly on military interests of the
United States. Would you want to comment on what the national
security interest of the United States is in Southeast Asia compared to
the Middle East?

Mr. Kovkowicz., If T may be allowed, T would rather not go into
that simply because it is a very complicated problem. If T may slightly
shift the focus of that question, I would possibly answer it as follows:
that hopefully the Soviets have learned something from our involve-
ment in Southeast Asia and that is that it is very easy for a major
power to get involved and committed in a remote area and so very
hard to uncommit or disengage,

Second, T hope they would have learned that in our contemporary
era massive military power does not always bring commensurate polit-
ical gains.

Mr. Rosextizar. One of the positive residual effects, if one ean define
it in that way, of the Vietnam engagement is a lesson to all military
establishments that sometimes political objectives cannot be achieved
by military means.

Mr. Kourowrcz. That is true.

This question relates to certain important changes in Soviet thinking
about war. Stalin always thought of war in terms of continental war-
fare; that is, he never sought a policy which would send large, orga-
nized Soviet military units far away from Soviet borders. In other
words, he was wedded to the so-called continental, theater operation
doctrine. Khrushchev rejected that doctrine. Khrushchev announced
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a strategic doctrine which very strongly decreased the emphasis on
theater warfare and put sizable resources as well as strategic empha-
sis into strategic warfare.

What is happening today since Khrushchev's departure, is a merger
of both strategic policies. They think now both in terms of global
warfare as well as in terms of theater warfare. Moreover, they have
the capabilities for both. So what we face today in the Soviet Union
is in many ways a radical change in their attitude to warfare. This
has persuaded them to consider theater warfare, limited warfare. and
naval warfare as something operationally plausible and in terms of
capabilities feasible.

SOVIET UNION AS A SUPERPOWER

Mr. Rosexriar. Some of your colleagues suggested yesterday that
one of the reasons that has developed is that the Soviet now sees con-
trol as a perquisite superpower. In a sense they had the old-fashioned
concept that to be a genuine superpower one has to have commitments
and responsibilities all over the world, that they have not really
learned the lesson from us that the burdens of commitments is some-
times enormously high and quite deleterious to domestic aims.

Mr. Korgowrcz. Yes. Well, T don’t know the proper definition for
a superpower, but I would sugeest that the Soviets have traditionally
probed for openings, probed for opportunity targets. For 50 years
this has been their policy, and they have now grown to be an enormous
nuclear military power. They have expanded their influence. broken
out of containment, and their flag is visible around the world: so in
this sense they are a superpower.

I would also suggest that what is happening is that as the Soviet
empire and commiiments are growing, they may have trouble digest-
ing their acquisitions, and balancing their domestic, bloc-wide and in-
ternational priorities. As a result the Soviets want a policy of con-
trolled initiatives; that is, to operate in one theater at a time. I think
we can deny them that particular preferred policy initiative.

What T am suggesting is that one of the Communist fears has been
to face two confrontations, two fronts at the same time. This is some-
thing that must be giving nightmares to the people in the Kremlin,
I believe that current Soviet policy is aimed at stabilizing one theater
of confrontation in order to deal more adequately with the others, that
is, with China and with their expansionistic policy south of Russia.

PRESENT SOVIET LEADERSHIP AND MILITARY

Mr. Rosextiar. There is a statement on page 7 of your statement
that is new as far as I am concerned. You said : “T submit that this is a
rather dangerous situation in which the Soviet military leaders may
seek to force the hand of their rather unimaginative and less-than-
decisive collective political leadership.”

I had always thought that political leadership : that is, the party, was
quite decisive and frequently imaginative, T believe, at least in terms
of their goals. As you suggest now the military has the upper hand.

Mr. Korxowicz. No.

Mr. Rosentrar. Do you suggest the military has the upper hand in
making policy ?




Mr. Korkowicz. No, I do not suggest that the military has the upper
hand in terms of making foreign polwv The military 1s quite content
much of the time to follow the party’s leadership. When the military
disagreed in the past with the party, it was because their own institu-
tional interests were involved such as a cut in budget, such as the
conciliatory policy vis-a-vis the West and things of ‘this sort.

What I am suggesting is that they have a “collective leadership.
Many people in the W est have described that leadership as less than
rmwmllnv as lmlm isive, pointing at their past policy 1111t1.1t1\oa.
Since the military is '-311011”‘ and the leadership seems not to be decisive,
I would suggest that in the event of a crisis situation this is a formula
for possible over-reacting to or for underassessing the adversary.

Mr. Rosentiarn. Is it different in the Soviet “Union from other
countries, where a forceful and aggressive military might prevail over
a dissipated political leadership ¢

Mr. Korkowricz. Well, possibly not. I would only refer to compari-
sons within the Soviet Union itself on this. Under Stalin they never
had any opportunity for asserting their views or preferences. They
tried under Khrushchev but were not very successful. The military
has in the meantime grown into an enormous institution, and I be-
lieve that the collective political leadership is going to be very careful
in not alienating or nr)l opposing some basic mllllmv objectives and

values.
MILITARY AND IDEOLOGY

Mr. RosexTrar, You suggest also on pages 4 and 5 of your state-
ment that the Soviets place more emphasis on military -tn"l‘"th and

less on ideology.

Mr. Konkowicz. Yes.

Mr. RosexTiran. And this seems to vary from the conventional wis-
dom which accepts a high danger from Soviet ideology and subver-
sion and less from direct Soviet arms involvement. In other words,
all thi"-a(' years we were brought up on the theory that the thing we
had to fear as much as their imh!.ll\ strength was subversion “and
ideology, that the spread of ideology was the big motivating factor.

Mr. Korgowicz. I would suggest the following: that ideology in
the Soviet Union has [llll""l\*«l\l]\ eroded as a vital dynamic element
in both foreign policy and domestic policy. While China remains a
source of ideological dynamism, vitality, et cetera, the Soviet U nion
is seen by many of the Third World countries as an advanced indus-
trial, stable, -»..mhqun}\m(l of power.

While the Soviets turn out an enormous volume of ideological prop-
aganda themselves, I don’t believe that they see its utility as being
very high. In the final analysis, the Soviets continue to rely on the
might of arms. on their political influence, and economic capabilities
for the protection of their country and in the pursuit of political
opportunities.

Mr. RosentAL. Do you see that the nationalism factor being put
into their decisions is more important than the ideological factor?
Is nationalism now prevailing all through the country ?

Mr. KoLkowicz. If you mean Russian national interests as opposed
to international Communist objectives, T would say, yes, Russian na-
tional interests, no matter how defined, are, in the final analysis, the
basic gnidelines for Soviet policy. 2
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Mr. RosextHAL. You detect a division between the Soviet military
and the civilian leadership or within the military itself on the SALT
talks, mutual reduction of forces, disarmament and things like that?

Mr. KoLgowicz. Yes; there is evidence of disagreement. How sig-
nificant it is in terms of policymaking I cannot say. Public statements
by military people indicate that they find SALT fruitless and poten-
tially defrimental to Soviet interests.

SOVIET NATIONALITIES

Mr. Rosentiarn. Dr. Aspaturian, how do the various nationalities
within the Soviet Union affect government policies and how effective
are the various influences?

Mr. Aspaturian. Yes, I didn’t want to eclutter it up with charts
and statistics. It depends on the size of the nationality, its strategic
location and of course the value of the nationality to the Soviet Union
as a whole. Under Stalin, very few nationalities except the Georgian
nationality exercised very much of an input except for the Russian
nationality and it had essentially become a great Russian state presid-
ing over the other nationalities. With the event of Khrushchev, how-
ever, the Ukrainians became very influential and many of the impor-
tant positions were filled with Ukrainians.

Mr, Rosextian. What is the mechanism for them exercising their
influence ?

Mr. Aspaturian. There are two ways. First, there is the personal
influence of individual leaders of various nationalities who are cata-
pulted into impertant positions. Second, the perceptions of the leader-
ship are conditioned by the awareness that a certain threshold of alien-
ation cannot be gone beyond, and in the case of the Ukrainians the
possibility that 45 million Ukrainians might be alienated and, being
located in a very strategic and important area of the Soviet Union,
becomes an important factor in their influence on policy. Another
important factor was the fact that Khrushchey in his bid for power
used whatever basis of organizational and regional support he could
find and a good deal of lis regional and local support was located in
the Ukraine.

Mr. Rosextiar. What is important, I think, is for us to understand
as politicians—in other words, we have a general election—a man
running for national political office might appeal to one area of the
country hy offering programs or an ideology that they are interested
in. How does that differ in the Soviet Union where they don’t have
contested elections? '

HOW MINORITIES SPEAK

Mr. Aseatorran. In the Soviet system they do have formal repre-
sentation of this character but it is not that important. Thus, each
nationality has its own republic organized like a sovereion state. They
all have proportionate representation in the Supreme Soviet, for ex-
ample, but T think that this is not what iz a crucial thine.

After a time it tends to become a legal funnel for exercising influence
that derives from other sources. What happens is that leaders who are
of a particular ethnic origin and who become important in the central
government, at first unconsciously, later more consciously, become
spokesmen for their nationalities, spokesmen for their localities as
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well as spokesmen for the central government in much the same way
that an American politician might become a dual spokesman, because
during the period of collective leadership, as Professor Kolkowicz has
pointed out, individual leaders in contending with one another look
for various kinds of support, and one of the ways in which they look
for support is to find powerful or influential nationalities that they can
use as a base. It is not formalized in the same way as it is here but
nevertheless it becomes an important factor.

Third, the fact that the Soviet Union has mobilized and used na-
tionalities for its own purposes on certain oceasions has served to le-
gitimize and to inculeate these people with the idea and the habit of
agitating for their own specific interests even when it does not coincide
with those of the Soviet Union.

If you are asking whether a Ukrainian lobby or a Georgian lobby
or an Armenian lobby exists that can go in and lobby with the central
committee or the government, no, it does not happen that way. There
15 not even a military lobby in that sense, either. It is much more in-
formal and much more subtle the way these influences are felt, but
nevertheless they are felt there.

To give one example of a nationality, we have not talked about, the
Uzbek nationality in Central Asia which, for example, has become
more and more important in Soviet policy and influential in Soviet
caleulations. T might say that the influence of the nationalities at this
stage is more in the sense that Soviet leaders must take their interest
into calculation rather than bowing to specific demands. They know
that there are certain interests and if they don’t want to alienate them
or if they wish to ameliorate them, they must cater to them in some
degree.

In the case of the Uzbek nationality, since the Soviets were making a
bid for influence in the Third World they wanted to use the Uzbek as
an example to show how an underdeveloped nationality could develop
in the Soviet scheme.

Mr. RosexTHAL. You say Soviet policy or emphasis changes sharply
as the leadership changes; that is, Stalin/Khrushchev. In our country
by comparison within reasonable limitations we seem to have a con-
tinuous, or even rigid foreign policy. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. Aspatorian. No: T don't think so. I think you really have the
most significant break in the foreign policy since the death of Stalin.
I think since Stalin’s death Soviet foreign policy has been cut from a
single cloth; different patterns, yes, but the same cloth; that is, the
global aspect in contrast to the more limited continential aspect of
Soviet policy goals under Stalin. I think this is still essentially the
same foreign policy. There are different emphases, there are different
allocations and so forth and so on, but I think from about 1954 you
have had essentially the same kind of foreign policy in the Soviet
Union—a policy based upon global involvement.

SOVIET JEWERY'S ALIENATION

Mr. RosenTaAr. You mentioned earlier the change in Soviet policy
since 1955 toward Israel in the role of Soviet Jewry and their attitude
to that policy. How serious is the present alienation of the Soviet Jews
from their Government as a domestic problem within the Soviet
Union?
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Mr. Asparurian. I think it is extremely serious. In fact, Kosygin
today dealt with the Jewish question. One of the things he mentioned
was that they were not permitting young Jews to leave the Soviet
Union for two reasons: One, because they have a tremendous financial
investment in their education. You have to bear in mind that one out
of every five Soviet Jews is a college graduate. Now that is at a level
much higher than that of even the second highest nationality and this
is very important from the Soviet standpoint.

The second is the qualitative character of Jewish skills. Not only
are they college graduates but the quality of their training and the
quality of their talent is much higher and much more erucial.

Third, T think Kosygin mentioned that they didn’t want to provide
Israel with military recruits.

So this indicates here how the nationality problem has become in-
volved. They cannot send young people to Israel because first it costs
money and second the Arabs will view this as a way in which the
Israeli Army is recruiting new able and skilled people.

Mr. Rosenrirar. Do you think they are clandestinely permitting some
Jews to get to Israel. hoping it will not receive any notoriety in the
world press?

Mr. Asparurian. Four thousand Jews have been permitted to leave
already this vear, but this is just a small trickle compared to the number
that probably would want to leave if they had the opportunity.

Kosygin also maintained that there were a large number of Jews
returning to the Soviet Union becanse of disenchantment with Israeli.
We don’t know what the figures are on that. however.

Mr. Rosextrar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Hamrrron. Gentlemen, we have a vote pending here. T had some

additional questions but by the time we get over to vote and return
again it would be quite a delay so T think we will just express our appre-
clation to you for your statements and vour response to the questions.
Mr. Korxowicz. Thank you very much.
(The full text of Dr. Aspaturian’s statement follows:)

INTERNAL FOoRCoES AND Sovier PorLicy Ix THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN
I. INTRODUCTION

Russian interest in the Eastern Mediterranean has been long, durable and per-
sistent. In spite of unrelenting attempts to establish a presence in the area over
the past century, in concert, assoeciation or intrigue with a wide assortment of
other powers, until comparatively recent times all of these attempts have resulted
in signal failure for one reason or another. Neither the alliance with the Entente
in World War I, nor the ill-faded assoeciation with Hitler in 1939-41, nor the joint
Allied victory in World War IT could bring about the realization of a more than
100-year ambition to become a Mediterranean power. All of Russia's partners,
of whatever political hue, ideological coloring or vintage, seemed equally im-
placable in blocking Russia’s entry into this vital waterway which has always
been of strategic importance to Rurope, Asia and Africa, and now plays a crucial
role in the overall global balance of strategic power. I need not go into detail con-
cerning the various strategems employed by Moscow to reach into the Mediter-
ranean, since this has been amply covered by other witnesses, but rather I wish
to restrict my remarks almost exclusively fo the internal forces and pressures
which have impelled the Soviet Union to expend the immense effort, resonrces and
risks to achieve status as a Mediterranean power, and also to the impact that
these policies have in turn had upon the interplay and interaction of domestic
forces inside the Soviet Union. In my remarks, I shall make only passing refer-
ences to the goals and objectives—both short-term and long-range—of Soviet pol-
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icy in this region, attempting wherever possible to link them with domestic sources
of impetus, and feedback effects upon Soviet domestic institutions, forces and
entities.

Initially, Soviet objectives in the Kastern Mediterranean and its surrounding
areas were primarily ideological in character, stemming largely from Moscow's
self-assumed mission of encouraging and supporting revolutionary movements
and groups of various hues as they struggled to free themselves from FEuropean
economic and political control and influence. Fledgling Communist parties, radi-
al nationalist movements, and reformist, anti-colonial regimes, including mon-
archies, were supported in various ways in Turkey, Iran, Afghanistan and else-
where soon after the Revolution in an endeavor to simultaneously erect a political
buffer zone against outside intervention and to provide a foundation for further
ideological penetration and expansion. While Soviet poliey during this period
was largely bereft of explicit strategic, commercial and political goals in the tra-
ditional sense, as the Soviet regime stabilized itself and grew in strength, the
activities of the Comintern and its various external components in these coun-
tries became de facto instruments of traditional Russian purposes in the area,
although within the eontext of World Communism and deliverance from colonial-
ism and capitalism rather than Tsarist expansion or Christian humanitarian-
ism. The establishment of Soviet power in the Transcaucasus and its formal
incorporation into the U.S.5.R. once again made Russia a Near Eastern, if not
an FEastern Mediterranean power, and the traditional imperatives of security
interests in the region once again assumed their cardinal importance, Commercial
and economic interests in the region were also soon resurrected, and ideological
interests were thus simply grafted upon those already ordained by geography and
history.

A PASSIVE POLICY, 1924-—39

From 1924 to 1939, Soviet interest in the Eastern Mediterranean was largely
passive in character. It had no active or affirmative policy, since its limited capa-
bilities impelled it to focus upon the more crucial areas of Central Europe and
the Far East. An active Eastern Mediterranean policy was simply a luxury which
the Soviet Union could not afford, sinee the British and French presence in the
region seemed firmly entrenched and fixed. The opportunities for penetration and
influence were sparse and the possible benefits of such a policy equally meager.

The Nazi-Soviet Pact and the first phase of World War II, however, created
unexpected opportunities and possible windfalls. The collapse of France and the
military isolation of a beleaguered Britain appeared to presage an imminent
collapse of the Anglo-French sphere of influence in the Eastern Mediterranean,
threatening to create an enormous vacuum which Stalin felt should be shared
by Hitler. Less than a year before the German aftack upon Russia, a bizarre
conference took place between Molotoy and Hitler in Berlin, in which the Ger-
man dictator offered to define the forthcoming Soviet sphere of influence in the
region by expansively suggesting that Moscow focus its attention “in the general
direction of the Imdian Ocean,” a vision too grandiose and remote to have any
relevance for Moscow's real concerns which at the time were in the Balkans and
Turkey. The Soviet response to this offer contained, among other desiderata, a
demand for a Soviet military and naval base on the Turkish Straits, while the
horizon which Hitler offered Molotov was lowered to more accessible regions.
“The center of the aspirations of the Soviet Union” were defined as “south of
Batum and Bakn in the general direction of the Persian Gulf,” in the formal
Soviet reply to Hitler's more generous but less realistic offer. Berlin apparently
rejected the Soviet counter-proposal by never replying to them.

The Nazi-Soviet negotiations thus revealed that the traditional interests of
Russia in Iran, Turkey and the Straits had lain dormant but were not dead and
at least strongly suggested that Soviet ambitions in this region could easily be
aroused if the opportunity presented itself, but equally suggested that Moscow
was in no position to elevate it to a primary or high-priority interest.

The Allied victory in World War II, the collapse of German and Ifalian power
in the Balkans and the weakening of the British position, however, served to
sustain the opportunities at a level sufficient to impel Stalin to at least make a
serious effort to extend Soviet influence not only in Iran, Turkey, and the Straits,
but also to Greeece, North Africa and even BEast Africa. Different strategems were
employed in each case, defined largely by the conditions, circumstances, avail-
able instruments and eredible justifications. In Iran, Soviet military pressure.
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exerted mainly through Moscow's refusal to withdraw its forces from Northern
Iran, combined with the establishment of a puppet autonomous regime in Persian
Azerbaidzhan, and the manipulation of the Leftist Tudeh Party, were used in
an effort to extract economic and possibly territorial concessions from Teheran.
In Turkey, where neither a viable Communist Party or Leftist movement existed,
Stalin employed Georgian and Armenian irredentism to annex territory from
Turkey in the East and relied upon the support of grateful Allies to coerce Turkey,
which had wavered and vascillated during the war, into permitting the Soviets to
establish military and naval bases on the Straits. The traditional Russian obses-
sion with security and free exit from the Black Sea were offered as principal
Justifications. In Greece, a civil war instigated by local communist militants,
although apparently neither initiated nor enthusiastically sanctioned by Stalin,
wis relnetantly co-opted by Moscow.

Ironically, it was the local communist attempt to move Greece into the Soviet
orbit that was the prinecipal factor which mobilized and congealed Western senti-
ment against the otherwise reasonable claims which Moscow made against
Turkey, although the Soviet debacle in Iran also played its role. As part of an
apparent concerted design to establish herself as a Mediterranean power, the
Soviet Union also unexpectedly made bids of varyving degrees of effort to become
the Trust power in three former Italinn colonies: The Dodecanese Isiands off the
Anatolian coast, the Cyrenaican part of Libya, and in Eritrea on the African horn.
All three bids were rebuffed in spite of Molotov's eloquent appeals that the Soviet
contribution to the Allied victory, her well-known opposition to colonialism and
her long experience with nationality problems made Moscow eminently qualified
to become a Trust power. In addition, Moscow demanded one-third of the Ifalian
navy as war booty, presumably to use it as the basic of a Mediterranean fleet.

All of the postwar Soviet attempts to establish herself in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean region failed. Had the Soviet Union succeeded across the board, there is
little question but that Moscow would have become a Mediterranean power of
some magnitude, given the fact that the British were already expressing their
inabiliy to fully preserve their former presence and were calling upon the United
States to fill the vacnum. The eventual upshot was the emergence of the 1.8,
as a Mediterranean power and the ineorporation of Greece and Turkey into the
Western alliance system as Ameriean protectorates. Stalin prudently retreated
to the Black Sea and, after his death, his suceessors made amends to Turkey and
officially withdrew its earlier demands for both hases and territory.

Down fo about 1947 the role of internal forces, institutions and gronpings in
the shaping of Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, as well as the impact
of such policy upon the domestic situation was rather limited and restrieted.
Private interest groups in the Soviet system that eould conceivably develop a
vested interest in the region do not exist; nor, with the exception of the Armed
Forces. were there any public institutions sufficiently independent of function-
ally differentiated to develop discretely distingnishable, even through non-confliet-
ing, interests in the area. The Armed Forces, particularly the Navy, was anxious
fo secure free exit from the Black Sea and the addition of new territory south
of the Cancasus wonld undoubtedly improve the Soviet defense perimeter in that
vital region but, aside from this, there was little opportunity or even perception
of separate interests by Soviet public bodies and institutions. Furthermore, the
Soviet decision-making process was so centralized during this period that Soviet
public bodies and institutions were largely instrumentalities of the decision-
makers rather than active participants in the decizion-making process. Whatever
benefits acerued to various internal public bodies, institutions or groupings were
largely fortnitous windfalls and not the product of conscious pressure, leverage
or even design. Thus, had Stalin’s postwar demands in the area materialized, the
Armed Forces, particularly the Navy, would have been substantially benefited
whether it actively participated in formulating the policy or not.

Policies in the region, as elsewhere, were largely conceived and developed
within the leadership, based upon its values, goals and definition of interests and
similarly exeented in accordance with its judgment and assessment of the
sitnation,

These interests were broad and diffuse in character and did not correspond in
a discrete sense with the specific interests of given internal entities. Rather. the
overall purpose was to strengthen the Soviet Union, expand ler power and in-
fluence to assure in the first place the security and survival of the Soviet Sta te,
and o prepare in the second place a foundation for expanding the area of Soviet
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influence via conventional means or the spread of Communism. Moscow sought
bases on the Turkish Straits and territory in Eastern Turkey largely for strategic
and defensive purposes, although eventually they could be used as a basis for
further expansion. In Iran, Moscow sought not only oil concessions on favorable
terms but wished to weaken the Iranian state and draw it into the Soviet political
orbit. In Greece, ideological aims were imposed, but accepted, upon Moscow by
local Communist militants. And Soviet demands for Trust territories in Africa
could be described essentially as a desire for enhanced international prestige
and acceptance, although such Trust territories would enable Moscow to establish
a foothold in Africa as a prelude to undermining British and French power in
the continent,

Stalin prudently refrained from making demands that would explicitly en-
croach upon established French and British interests and thus the Arab States
were considered off-limits for the moment.

11. SoviET NATIONALITIES AND Sovier Poricy 1x¥ THE MipbLE EAst

Aside from purely public bodies and institutions, other internal forces that
were to become more intricately involved in the Eastern Mediterranean policy
of the Soviet Unfon were social and national groupings and, in particular, certain
religious groups and nationalities. Soviet Jews and Moslems, Georgians and
Armenians, and even the Russian Orthodox Church, had important links with the
region, as well as discretely defined and perceived interests which counld vitally
affect Soviet policy and, in turn, be affected by it.

Unlike Soviet public bodies and institutions at the time, these were domestic
groupings of long historical duration, with almost predetermined and prefabri-
eated interests in the area but, because of the Soviet political system, were effec-
tively precluded from acting as independent or autonomous centers of influence
and pressure npon Stalin and Soviet decision-makers generally. Stalin was quite
aware of these interests and, while keeping their propensity for initiating action
or exercising independent articulation of their view suppressed, he shrewdly
manipulated their external connections and links for entirely other purposes.
Capitalizing on the fact that the special interests of these groups were both well-
known and enjoyed a credible legitimacy in the outside world, he employed them
as instruments of Soviet poliey without allowing them to become active partici-
pants in its formulation.

Thus, the Russian Orthodox Church with its interests in Jerusalem and its
spiritual links with Greek Orthodox communities in Greece and the Arab world,
the Jews with their interest in Palestine and later Israel, the Armenians with
their special ties to Armenian communities in the Eastern Mediterranean coun-
tries and irredentist claim to their historical homeland in Eastern Turkey, the
Georgians with similar though less extensive territorial claims to Turkish terri-
tory, the Azerbaidzhanis and their association with neighboring kinsmen in
North Tran, and the Soviet Moslems with their spiritual links with other Mos-
lems in the Mediterranean region, were all utilized as pawns of Soviet policy in
one connection or another. The Armenians inside and outside the Soviet Union
were energized and activated to give legitimacy to Soviet demands against Tur-
key, since this was a cause to which all Armenians of various political hues
could rally; the new State of Israel was quickly recognized and military assist-
ance funnelled through Czechoslovakia, which was welcomed warmly by Soviet
Jewry and aroused substantial support for Soviet goals among sectors of Jewish
communities abroad.

Although the potential was great, Stalin was not as skillful in utilizing Soviet
Moslems as instruments of Soviet policy partly because of the circumstances of
individual cases and partly because of Stalin’s own personal predisposition
toward Moslem nationalities which he viewed with a scorn just short of contempt.
Furthermore, Stalin was pursuing policies detrimental to Moslem states and
communities in the region: supporting Armenians and Georgians against Turks
and supporting Jews against Arabs. Under the circumstances, it was perhaps
more prudent not to needlessly arouse Moslem conseciousness and remind Soviet
Moslems of their external links. Even the Soviet activity in Persian Azerbaidzhan
was carefully disassociated from Soviet Azerbaidzhani irredentism, unlike Soviet

claims against Turkey which consciously enflamed Georgian and Armenian ra-
tionalism in an active manner.
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APPROACH OF STALIN

Although Stalin skillfully orchestrated and controlled the active involvement
of Soviet religious and national groups in support of Soviet policy, he was equally
adept at circumseribing their initiatives and continued to actively repress their
latent predisposition to act spontaneously in behalf of Soviet interests which
happened to coincide with their own more specific interests. Stalin knew that
officially inspired and directed involvement of these groups in support of Soviet
interests could easily develop its own individual momentum and become disfunc-
tional and even dangerous to Soviet policy if events and circumstances dictated
i reversal or abandonment of policies supported by these groups. Soviet Jewish
support for Israel might continne even if Soviet policy became hostile to Israel
and Armenian irredentist demands against Turkey might persist even if Moscow
reversed its attitude and sought rapprochement with Ankara, Stalin recognized
these hazards and dangers and he developed contingency plans to deal with them,
relying principally upon instruments of terror to keep these sentiments in check.

Nonetheless, the official blessing bestowed upon the activity of selected na-
tional and religious groups in support of specific aspeets of Soviet poliey imparted
to it a measure of legitimaecy, even within the Roviet context, which could not be
easily or completely extinguished. By recognizing the right of Soviet Jews and
Armenians to support Soviet policy in the name of promoting and defending
Jewish and Armenian national interests, Stalin inadvertently legitimized Jewish
and Armenian nationalism as an absolute right, At this stage, the revival of
Jewish self-identity and consgciousness posed a greater hazard to Stalin's policies
that did Armenian nationalism, since the Jewish state which became the focus
of Soviet Jewish support was not under Soviet control or influence and seemed
unlikely to be in the foreseeable future, Furthermore, the more active involvement
of the more numerous and influential Jewish Community in the United States
on behalf of Israel and its greater importance to Israel itself, impelled the sus-
picious Stalin to perceive the possibility that Soviet Jewry, beeause of its concern
with Israel, might be converted into an instrument of Israeli and even U S.
interests, and he took immediate measures to frustrate and eradicate this possi-
bility. Whether Soviet poliey towards Israel assumed an ever more hostile turn
during the Stalin period because of this fear of a potential fifth column or
whether if stemmed from a conscious decision to abandon Israel as a possible
Soviet client-state in the Eastern Mediterranean in favor of other prospects
remains diffienlt to discern. Irrespective of why Soviet policy towards Israel
underwent an abrupt change, the consequences for Soviet Jowry of this initial
exercise in becoming actively implicated in Soviet Near Eastern policy was a
near calamity which was avoided only by the fortuitous death of Stalin in 1952
The episode also contributed mightily to the recrndescence of anti-Semitism
in the Soviet Union which ultimately developed its own rationale independent
and separate from Soviet policy towards Israel, and vet influenced it as well as
conditioned the attitude of Soviet Jews to the Soviet State itself.

It should be noted that the Soviet attitude towards the Arab states and their
claims against Israel was not a factor in Soviet behavior at this time. The aliena-
tion of Moscow from Israel and the alienation of Soviet Jews from the Soviet
regime became essentially a domestic problem, whose dynamics assumed nn
independence from Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean out of which it
grew. When Moscow in 1955 developed an active pro-Arab poliey, this simply
aggravated the alienation which has since grown to enormous proportions and
threatens to become one of the most serions domestic problems of Soviet society.
Conceivably, Jewish alienation could spread and infect other nationalities whose
latent resentments and frustrations against the Soviet regime might easily be
forced to surface.

THE MOSLEM NATIONAL TIES

The inereasing Soviet involvement in Arab affairs and support for Arab claims
against Israel has resulted in the activation of the Soviet Moslem nationalities,
even to the extent of using Moslem political and cultural dignitaries as Soviet
diplomats to Arab countries. Since none of the Soviet Moslem nationalities are
Arabs, this means that not national but religions and eultural affiliation is being
employed and activated. Here again, as long as Soviet policy is pro-Arab, it
does not run counter to normal Soviet Moslem sentiments. but should it for
some nnforeseen reason become anti-Arab and hence indirect Iy anti-Moglem, some
alienation of Soviet Moslems can be expected due to this particular aspect of
Soviet policy.
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Changes in Soviet policy towards Turkey also resulted in a similar cycle of
wobilization and alienation of Armenian support for Soviet causes in the aresn.
As long as Soviet claims against Turkey, ostensibly on behlf of the Armenians,
were not abandoned even though not vigorously prosecuted, there was little re-
action from the Soviet Armenians other than varying degrees of gratitude and
support. Affer Stalin’s death, however, when his successors formally apologized
to Turkey and forced the Georgians and Armenians to officially abandon their
irredentist claims, Armenian disenchantment gave way first to disillusionment
and eventually to potential alienation as the Soviet regime actively sought to
detach Turkey from NATO and its allinnce with the United States. As part of
this effort, the Soviet regime, in response to Turkish representations, has sought
to muflle those aspects of Armenian nationalism that appear offensive to the
Turks. Thus, in 1965 and 1966, when the Armenian Republic commemorated the
aUth anniversary of the Turkish massacres, Moscow intervened to downplay the
event, The consequence was anger and revulsion, which erupted in demonstra-
tions and riots in Yerevan as Arvmenian speakers attacked the Turks and de-
manded that the Soviet authorities do more to satisfy their claims against Tur-
key. These anti-Turkish sentiments were publicly expressed by outstanding
Armenian intellectuals, writers and scientists of unimpeachable lovalty to the
Soviet State and fidelity to the Communist Party. As a result, changes were
dictated from Moscow in the leadership of both the Armenian Communist Party
and Government because of their inability to control these exuberant manifesta-
tions of nationalism, but these resentments and anger continue to ]'l‘!‘.\i.\&-’.

It should also be pointed out, however, that the new Soviet approach to Turkey
has found a warm reception in Soviet \/LJI-.mI/h in and among the various Turkie
nationalitlies in Central Asia, all of whom have strong cultural, 1i istic and
religious ties with the Ottoman Tuarks. Thus, if Mosgcow should once again adopt
a poliey hostile to Turkey in response to Armenian pressures or for some other
reqson, she runs the risk of alienating the Soviet Turkic nationalities who, in the
meantime, have been mobilized to support and facilitate Soviet rapprochement
with Ankara and Soviet poliey in the Arab East.

What is important in this connection by way of summary is:

(1) National and religious groups in the Soviet Union have become converted
from passive objects of manipulation by Soviet leaders into increasingly active
pressure groups seeking to force Moscow to adopt policies in the Near East that
are congenial or at least not hostile towards states and groups that have close
connections with them. In almost all cases, this poses a serious dilemma for the
Soviet authorities since domestic Soviet national and religious groups pressure
the Soviet regime on behalf of contradictory policies. Responding to Jewish de-
mands in support of Israel wounld alienate Moslem nationalities, whereas respond-
ing to the pressures of Moslem nationalities to support the Arabs against Israel
and to seek reapprochement with Turkey will continue to alienate Soviet Jews
and Armenians,

(2) The Soviet regime is invelved currently in a serious conflict with substan-
tial numbers of Soviet citizens because of its policies in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean which have furthermore aggravated anti-Semitic tendencies at home. To
a lesser degree, Moscow is in danger of alienating a significant number of Arme-
nians beecause of its refusal to actively press Armenian national elaims against
Turkey.

ARMENIANS MORE VULNERABLE

The Armenians pose less of a problem than the Jews beecause they are more
vulnerable as a national entity—virtually the entire Armenian nation resides on
Soviet territory—and thus they enjoy no option aside from displaying their
resentments, anger and frustrations in symbolic and passive form. In the case
of the Jews, the Soviet Jews constitute only a small fraction of the total world
Jewish comununity, and the Jewish State exists outside Soviet control. Jewish
alienation thus can assume the form of increasing demands for emigration to
Israel and this ag tion will find considerable support in Israel, the United
States and in other countries, Bowing to these demands in turn could complicate
the regime’s relations with other national and religious groups which might de-
mand similar rights to emigrate, particularly those national groups whose na-
tional states lie outside the Soviet Union. Furthermore, allowing Soviet Jews to
leave for Israel would bring eries of outrage from Arab States, since this would
have the effect of not only strengthening Israel but re-enforcing the legitimacy
of Jewish elaims to Palestine,
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(3) Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean is now inextricably enmeshed
in Soviet nationality problems at home and affects Soviet relations not only with
individual Soviet nationalities but influences the relationship of Soviet national-
ities with one another as each attempts to push the Soviet regime into a direction
that conflicts with the interests of the other. Even Soviet claims to Turkey under
Stalin triggered Armenian-Georgian guarrels since the two republics had over-
lapping territorial claims against Turkey. As a single state attempting to simul-
taneously represent the national interests of more than a score of different na-
tionalities, the Soviet leaders are discovering that Soviet foreign policy goals,
particularly in the Eastern Mediterranean, have unwittingly exposed the basic
incompatibilities of Soviet nationality policy as it simultaneously attempts to
discharge its obligations to various nationalities in the field of foreign policy and
discovers, for example, that its foreign policy on behalf of the Armenians con-
flicts with its foreign policy on behalf of the Soviet Turkie nationalities.

(4) The uneven impact of Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean on
various Soviet national and religious groups also involves uneven costs and risks
for the Soviet regime. The Moslem and Turkic nationalities, while relatively
numerous in both total numbers as well as individual nations are not, however,
among the more intensively developed and skilled in the Soviet Union, They do,
however, occupy large tracts of strategically located territory on the borders of
the U.8.8.R. and increasingly they are becoming an important factor in the
Soviet confliet with China, The alienation of substantial numbers of Soviet Mos-
lem and Turkie eitizens would thus pose a serious problem for Moscow, although
the general level of conscionsness among these groups is relatively low and thus
the dangers are not proportionate to their numerical size. On the other hand, the
Jews and Armenians are relatively small in total numbers, but they are two of
the most intensively developed and skilled sectors of the Soviet population, par-
ticularly the more than two million Jews who constitute an invaluable, almost
indispensable, human reservoir of scientifie, intellectual and artistic talent. This
is also true, but to a lesser degree, of the Armenians who, in addition to supply-
ing the Soviet Union with outstanding scientists, intellectuals and ereative ar-
tists, also furnish substantial numbers of highly trained and skilled organiza-
tional, managerial, military and administrative individuals, operating in sectors
from which Jews are excluded for pelitical and other reasons. In short, both
national groups are ereative minorities dispersed throughout the Soviet Union,
performing valuable and important functions. Their alienation, for any reason,
could result in a substantial reduction in their efficiency and performance, and
correspondingly that of the Soviet system as a whole, Jewish and Armenian in-
terests in the Eastern Mediterranean are neither in harmony or in confliet:
Armenians bave claims against Turkey and have no quarrel with the Arahs or
Jews; Jews have claims against the Arabs and quarrels with neither Turks nor
Armenians.

Thus, the discussion of the cost of their alienation to the Soviet Union should
not be interpreted as meaning that their pressures upon Moscow are in the same
direetion. They move simply in different but not opposing directions.

(5) Ultimately the greatest costs and risks which the Soviet Union may bear
as a result of its Eastern Mediterranean policy may well be the feedback effects
of its changing policies upon the nationality equilibrium at home.

ITI. Sovier PusLic INSTITUTIONS AND ENTITES 1IN Sovier MippLE EASTERN
Poricy: THE ARMED ForcES, ECONOMIC SECTORS, AND S0CIAL GROUPS

The continuing and deepening involvement of the Soviet Union in the Middle
East since 1955 has resulted in interlacing specific domestie interests with poliey
in the area that goes beyond the nationality issue, The Communist Party appa-
ratus, various sectors of the economy, the Armed Forces, socio-functional groups,
and even factions within the State bureaneracy have all, to some degree, devel-
oped a vested stake in Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean. While it is
exceedingly difficult to casually relate the interests of specific groups with certain
aspects of poliey, it would appear that, as in the case of religious and national
groups, the influence upon the shaping of policy and the reciprocal impact of
poliey upon interests is both uneven and fluctuating in character. Individual So-
viet leaders and factional groupings within the leadership have also developed
a vested stake in the Soviet Middle Eastern enterprise that would seem to affect
their political fortunes favorably or adversely. The minor shake-up in the Soviet
Central Committee after the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, coming immediately npon in-
dieations in the Soviet press of a bitter controversy over the implications of the
Arab defeat for the U.8.8.R., suggests this very strongly.
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Individuals closely associated with Alexander Shelepin, in particular, appear
to have suffered a loss in influence within the leadership. The precise contours
of these factional lines, together with their positions, cannot be fixed, but it
appears certain that the 1967 war affected some individuals and groupings ad-
versely while benefiting others. Similarly, controversy over whether to maintain,
diminish or deepen the Soviet commitment to the Arab cause leaves an uneven
impact upon various public institutions, factions, social groupings and sectors
of the economy, Furthermore, the general Soviet citizenry is also vitally affected
by the costs of a particular policy in the Eastern Mediterranean in relation to
other priorities. The Soviet Union, over the past decade and a half, has poured
enormous resources into the Middle East, and thus possesses an enormous eco-
nomie, military, and political investment in the region which it must protect and
preserve and the existence of this investment has been shaped by ‘the interests of
various internal forces just ag it in turn continues to affect the fortunes of these
domestic groups.

First and foremost, Soviet policy in the Middle East has contributed immensely
to the importance of the Armed Forces in the Soviet system, although the Armed
Forces may not have actively advocated such a policy in the first place. In the
past 15 years, however, the Soviet military seems to have developed a vested
stake in the policy that goes over and beyond simply the abstract interests of the
Soviet State. The Arab defeat in 1967 was in some ways a defeat for the Soviet
military since it was charged with equipping and training the Egyptian forces.
Its prestige thus suffered indirectly, which suggests that it is determined that
this shall not happen again. Since 1967, Soviet troops, technicians, advanced mili-
tary equipment and perhaps even marginal involvement in military operations
have increasingly made their presence felt on Egyptian soil.

All branches of the Soviet military appear to be actively involved, but it is
the Soviet Navy, in particular, that has demonstrated the greatest relative
growth as a consequence of Soviet ambitions in the Mediterranean. The expand-
ing commitment to the Arab States has been accompanied by steady growth of
Soviet naval forces, which increasingly assume a key tactical role in asserting
the Soviet presence in the region. Establishing a sphere of influence in the Medi-
terranean, in effect, releases the Soviet Navy from its landlocked environment,
enabling it to grow to meet and exploit the expanding opportunities that lie wait-
ing in the Atlantie, the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. Since Soviet poliey
in the Eastern Mediterranean has justified the rapid growth of the Soviet Navy,
we can assume that the Soviet naval forces have developed an enduring interest
in preserving and expanding Soviet power in this region. A failure of Soviet
policy in the area could have disasterous consequences for the Soviet naval
forces it might be deprived of its quasi-bases in North Afriea and be forced back
into the Black Sea, with a resultant contraction and diminished role to play in
Soviet life.

EGYPT A DUMPING GROUND

The military investment in Egypt has also affected the Soviet economy, par-
ticularly the defense industries and heavy industries. Egypt and other Third
World countries have become a dumping ground for obsolete and surplus Soviet
weapons, Egypt's demonstrated military ineptness virtually guarantees a perpetu-
al market for surplus and obsolete weapons. It becomes a market for spare parts
and altogether Soviet policy in this region serves to keep Soviet defense indus-
tries humming and busily developing and producing new weapons, which can be
tested and tried out in Egypt.

On the other hand, light industry, agriculture, the consumer goods industries
and the service industries may view Soviet policy in this area with disfavor,
since commitments to the Arab countries serves to drain away secarce resources
and preserves economic priorities that these sectors of the economy find distaste-
ful, since it arrests or decelerates there growth in spite of growing demand at
home for their goods and services.

A third group whose interests are ambiguously affected by Soviet military
policy is the Party Apparatus. Normally, this institution finds itself in close in-
formal alliance with the military and heavy industry, but this is by no means
clear with respect to the Arab States. Since none of the Arab States are com-
munist in character and all have legally outlawed their Communist Parties, the
purists in the Party Apparatus are understandably apprehensive with Moscow’s
extensive and expensive flirtation with regimes that are internally unstable,
politically unreliable, ideologically suspect, and basically anti-communist. Loeal
communists are often persecuted, harrassed, jailed and executed by regimes
which are actively supported by Moscow. This serves to demoralize local com-
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munists, frustrates the development of communist parties, arrests agitation for
Marxist-Leninist type revolutions and in general serves to ally Moscow with anti-
communist regimes.,

Furthermore, some veteran Soviet Party officials are concerned that these
basically bourgeois regimes are exploiting Soviet power for their own purposes
and would be ready to abandon the Soviet association if more desirable options
were to make their appearance. There are sug tions that some senior Party
officials in Russia regard the regimes in Egypt, Syria, Irag, Algeria and Sudan
as more fascist than socialist in character. Thus, these officials may view with
alarm the fact that the Soviet Union in some ways has become the prisoner of
weak, ideologically erratie, and politically unreliable client-states that can inad-
vertently maneuver the Soviet Union into confrontations with the United States,
forcing the Soviet State to lay its prestige on the line by either escalating risks
on bebalf of dubious goals or withdrawing in prudent humiliation.

It is noteworthy that senior Soviet Party ideologists like Mikhail Suslov have
yet to express consistent enthusiasm for these regimes or the Sovief association
with them. Unlike the organizational party types like Brezhnev, it appears that
the ideological types are not particularly enthusiastic about the specific m
in which the Soviet Union is attempting to eultivate a sphere of influence in the
Mediterranean.

Furthermore, Soviet support for regimes that outlaw loeal communists serve
as a signal to other communist parties that they, too, can expect to be sacriticed
to promote Soviet global power interests as distinet from its ideological interests.
This creates a possible opening for the Chinese who may come to the rescue of
local Communist Parties abandoned by the dictates of Soviet expediency.

» full text of Dr. Kolkowicz's statement follows:)

STATEMENT BY Pror. RoMAN KoLEowicz

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The subcommittee’s concern today is with the role
of the military factor in Soviet foreign poliey, and more specifically, with the
Soviet military goals in the Middle East and the role of the wilitary as a pres
sure group in the Soviet Union.

The Soviet military has traditionally played a minor role in the shaping of
Soviet foreign policy objectives and interests, Stalin controlled, coerced and
terrorized the officers corps whenever he found it expedient, and the military’'s
views on foreign policy carried little weight in fhe Polithuro, except perhaps dur-
ing World War II. The death of dictator in 1953, however, freed the military
establishment from its subordinate position, and they have since expanded their
influence and political power impressively. 1t wounld not be an overstatement to
snggest that the Soviet military establishment has become the most powerful in-
stitution in the Soviet Union next to the Party.

There are many reasons for the military's ascendance into their current posi-
tion of influence. First, the single, dictatorial rule of Stalin was replaced by a
collective leadership, which by ifs very nature reduces the absolute power and
control from the center, and is a kind of coalition rule, with the attending neces-
ity to constantly balance powerful and at times conflicting interests at play : two,
the Soviet Union has become a global superpower, whose interests and commit-
ments around the globe have grown substantially. and depend to a large extent
on a viable and effective military establishment ; three, the enormous complexity
of modern warfare and nuclear technology increased the indispensability of
military expertise in policymaking : four, the role of terror machine, which in the
past kept the military controlled and coerced, had now become reduced, thus
making the military more self-assured and powerful.

Each of these factors, and many others, have strengthened the military’s
corporate antonomy and its infinence on Soviet polities, and made the Party
leaders more dependent on the marshals, generals and admirals. These factors
have also reduced the Party’s controls within the military, and thus enabled the
latter to press their demands with greater immunity and impunity.

The enrrent leaders in the Kremlin have undonbtedly also learned an impor-
tant politieal lesson from the experiences of their predecessors, Malenkov and
Khrushichev. They presumably learned that to oppose the milifary’s basie infer-
ests in the long run, eventually invites political disaster. Chairman Malenkov,
whose foreign and defense policies alienated the military during 1953-55, was
easily ousted from power with the military’s support. The price the military
exacted from his successor, Khrushehey, was impressive, involving higher mili-
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tary budgetary allocations, massive promotions, and the reduction of Party
controls over the armed forces. Chairman Khrushchey who came to power with
the military's support, eventually opposed a number of important military ob-
Jectives, and was ousted from power in 1964 with the support of the military,
who presumably expected a better deal from the Brezhney-Kosygin regime.

STATE WITHIN A STATE

The Soviet military represent today a state within a state, an enormous
organization absorbing a large portion of Soviet economic resources, given pref-
erential treatment by the Party and playing an important role in the shaping of
Soviet defense and foreign policies. We must ask, therefore : What does the mili-
tary want? Or, to put it in another way, what are some of the military’s inter-
ests, objectives and values that are relevant to Soviet foreign policy ?

The military’s basic objectives and perennial demands are no secret: high
priority levels for the defense sector of the economy ; high levels of budgetary
allocations for the several branches of the armed forces; greater autonomy for
the IHigh Command, in the planning and execution of military poliey, in other
words, greater authority and independence from the Party. The military prefers
an international environment which is less than stable and which can be de-
scribed in terms of high levels of “threat expectation”, in part as a rationaliza-
tion for the maintenance of high defense budgets and priorities for the defense
industrial sector,

With reference to broad foreign policy objectives, the military’s attitudes may
be described as militant, conservative and rather inflexible. For example, the
Soviet government’s support of a detente policy, has met with resistance and
hostility from many sectors of the military ; past attempts by Party leaders to
reduce the burdensome size and cost of the conventional forces in the Red Army
have met with concerted opposition from the military, and they were eventnally
rescinded ; occasions of political and milita ry accommodations with the West, as
for example in the Cuban missile crisis, were met with hostility. There is no
need to expand this list in order to arrive at the conclusion, that the marshals,
generals and admirals prefer to deal with Soviet external problems from a posi-
tion of power, seeing the security of the country, and the pursuit of policy op-
portunities abroad as being determined solely by the might of the Red Army.
While Stalin and Khrushchey resisted military pressures more effectively, being
more strongly entrenched in power, the current leadership is, for a variety of
reasons, less willing or able to oppose the milita ry.

Une point needs to be made clear: in deseribing military-party disagreements
I do not mean to imply that the military is necessarily more militant and ad-
venturous than the Party leaders; nor is it fair to say that the military always
speaks with a single, united voice, The military community is frequently divided,
inter-service rivalry is a known fact, and the Party is constantly seeking to fur-
ther these divisions within the military in order to prevent collusion and to
achieve better control, Moreover, the military High Command is at times more
conservative and less adventurous than party leadership in pressing for foreign
and military adventures abroad. However, when it comes to the military's basic
objectives deseribed above, the officer corps tends to act in a united way, and
when it comes to projecting military power abroad, the military wants to be
assured that fhe time, place and capabilities are right. In the contemporary
period, and with reference to the area under consideration today, the Middle
Easf, the military seems to feel that the time, the place and the capabilities are
indeed right. Let us now, therefore, turn to Soviet military goals in the Middle
East.

GLOBAL PURPOSES

I believe that in order to better understand Soviet politieal and military ab-
Jectives in the Middle East, we should place these in the broader context of their
political and military purposes and policies around the globe. The reason for this
is. that their Middle Eastern policy is closely related to others, and that future
Soviet behavior in the Middle Eastern region will be strongly influenced by what
happens elsewhere.

It is a generally accepted fact that Soviet military and political leaders rely,
above all, on their military eapabilities to defend their country to control {heir
satellites and to expand their influence around the globe. Tdeology, communist
doctrine, revolutionary propaganda and economie aid all play their assiegned
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roles in Soviet political ealculations. But in the final analysis, to the suspicions
Soviet mind, only the might of arms is what preserves their gains and turns
opportunities into further giains. Now, for about two decades since World
War 11, the Soviets labored under a disadvantage: they were strategically in-
ferior to the United States. Soviet leaders tried various means to get around this
handicap. But it was not until the past few years that they finally obtained this
desperately sought objective—obtaining strategic equality with the West.

I helieve that this development has led to several important changes in Soviet
strategic thinking and foreign policy.

For two decades since World War 11, Soviet foreign and military policy was
pssentially Western oriented, it focused on an intense confrontation of NATO
and the United States. Soviet military capabilities, postures and strategies were
aimed against the West. In recent years we have seen a shift in that policy
emphasis and orientation. We may call this new policy line, this new Soviet Grand
Design, a poliey of Hold-and-Explore. Specifically, hold the Western flank stable,
normalize and stabilize relations with the West from the newly gained position
of strategic equality, in order to gain greater freedom to deal with the challenge
from Communist China in the East, and to ezplore promising opportunities South
of Russia. in the Mediterranean, in the Middle East and in the areas of the
Indian Ocean. Such a policy shift seems realitistie and promising to Soviet politi-
cal and military leaders. They tend to see a continuation of the old, anti-Western
econfrontation policy as one of high-cost, high-risk and low-payoff, while the pur-
suit of the new policy direction as one of relatively low-cost, low-risk and poten-
tial high payoff.

BOME SOVIET ASSUMPTIONS

Soveral recent Soviet policy initiatives seem to support these assumptions:
Soviet interest in strategic arms control talks; Soviet interests in European
security arrangements with the West—all seem directed at a stabilization and
normalization of relations with the West from a position of strategic and political
strength and equality. Moreover, Soviet concerns with China have become more
acute, and they have undertaken corresponding military and political measures
to that end. And finally, Soviet interests in, and commitments to the Middle East
have inereased and are likely to increase. The Soviet military expansion into the
Middle East is therefore intimately related to several developments and expecta-
tions: One, the U.&. preoccupation with the conflict in South East Asia, which
necessarily reduced our attention, interests and the likelihood of significant
commitment o the Middle Eastern region.

Two, the sharp rise in the levels of Soviet strategic and conventional capabili-
ties offered the Soviets a greater sense of security vis-a-vis the West, and em-
boldened them to probe the degree of Western resolve in the Middle East.

Three, the Middle Eastern region represents to the Soviet mind a highly
promising area for political and military exploitation: it contains a number of
intensely anti-Western countries, with unstable leadership, seeking outside sup-
port and open to communist penetration.

Four, the pressure of the Soviet military upon the Party leaders to expand
Soviet military presence in the region for military and political purposes, has
likely reduced whatever reservations there might have been in the Kremlin.

We may suggest therefore, that the increased Soviet military power is looking
for a purpose. To the Soviet and political leaders the Middle East is in many
ways an ideal place and purpose. It opens strategic areas in support of Soviet
global military operations; it is an area of ill-defined Western political interests,
and thus prone to probing and penetration; it offers the Soviet military an op-
portunity to expand its influence abroad, to test certain doctrines and weapons;
it enhances the rationale for high levels of defense allocations at home. An in-
creased Soviet military presence in that region threatens the southern flanks of
NATO and the actual and symbolic western presence. The region is logistically
accessible to the Soviet Union. y Y

The Soviet military leaders have never, in the half cenfury history of their
conntry, commanded a more formidable armed force ; never enjoyed snch a strong
politieal position at home ; never been that powerful vis-a-vis the West. Moreover,
from the Soviet point of view, their traditional adversaries, the U.S. and NATO,
have never been in such a disarray, largely because of Vietnam, domestic pre-
occupations and because of a diginelination to undertake new global commitments.
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I submit that this is a rather dangerous situation in which the Soviet military
leaders may seek to force the hand of their rather unimaginative and less-than-
decisive collective political leadership. The future course of Soviet policy in the
Middle East will therefore depend to a large extent on the firmness and resolve
of the only power capable of deterring further Soviet penetration of the Middle
Eastern region, and the only power capable of compelling them to reconsider
future course of action. In the absence of such a resolve, the Soviet milita
political leaders will feel less flinwimmul to expand their military presence

and thus set the stage for a potential conflagration of disastrons proportio

Mr. Hamirrox, The .-I]iu'flrulll-llit’t' stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 4:20 p.an., the joint subcommittee adjourned.)







SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE
WESTERN RESPONSE

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 1971

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Comyrrree o FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEES ON FEUROPE AND
THE NEAR IasT,
Washington, D.C.

The joint subcommittees met at 10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn
House Office Building, the Honorable Benjamin S. Rosenthal
presiding.

Mr. RosentHAL. The subcommittees will be in order. The Subcom-
mittee on Europe and the Subcommittee on the Middle East continue
these hearings on the Soviet role in the Middle East and the Western
response. Today’s session starts the consideration of the European role
in that response.

We are pleased to have two distinguished members of the academie
community with vast experience and understanding in this area join
us this morning.

Dr. Brown, we will hear you first. You may read your prepared
statement, or include it in the record, as you wish, and extract perti-
nent parts of it.

STATEMENT OF PROF. L. CARL BROWN, MIDDLE EAST
HISTORIAN, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY

(The biography of Mr. Brown appears on p. 183.)

Mr. Broww. All right, with your permission, I would like to sum-
marize roughly half of the prepared statement and then read the final
pages.

[ was asked by your two subcommittees to address myself to, among
other things. the colonial legacy and what impact that has on the pres-
ent-day political realities, and T might just summarize by saying in
the first part of the paper I suggest that the colonial legacy is not a
major factor in determining the outlook and range of political choices
in the states of the Middle East. This is because the colonial legacy
was too brief, it was too disjunctive as an experience, and, hence, be-
canse of the brevity in time and the disjunctive nature of the more or
less formal Western colonial rule in the Middle East, it left behind no
master plan.

FRENCH NORTH AFRICA

A different pattern can be seen as having emerged out of the colonial
legacy in formerly French North Africa, simply because of different
inputs. That is to say, the French colonial experience in North Africa
tended to be more uniform and more intense.

(95)
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Nevertheless, addressing myself to the problem, or to the question of
what was the colonial legacy, T do come up with the finding that al-
though this whole past is of great interest to the student of govern-
ment, to the student of modernization, those of us obliged to consider
present-day political options would be advised to look for other as-
pects, such as the economic complementary of Western Europe and
the Middle East, on such items as oil, workers (the great number of
workers especially from Turkey and the countries of North Africa
employed in Europe), agricultural commodities, industrial goods, and
so forth.

I wonld suggest even the common political interests, now dormant,
suggest feasible future alternatives. The common political interests of
Europe and the Near East using each other as a foil against outside
domination is one snch item to keep in mind.

In the latter part of my paper, T turn to the following considera-
tions, which T will read.

The end of the period of Western hegemony in the Middle East and
North Africa does not, however, spell the end of a period of Europe’s
close involvement with that region. On the contrary Western and
Southern Europe is ineluctably linked to the Middle Fast and North
Africa. The economic complementary of Western Europe and the
Middle East/North Africa (oil, workers, and agricultural surplus in
exchange for manufactures in addition to equipment and technical
services required for the area’s own industrialization) fits too neatly to
be completely disrupted by different political consideration arising
either from within the area or without, for example, the Soviet Union
or China,

MEDITERRANEAN UNITY POSSIBLE

Also, the Arab States, Turkey and TIsrael share the Mediterranean
with much of Europe. Given present tensions such as that pitting
Arabs against Tsrael and Greece against Turkey (over Cyprus) the
idea that the littoral States might rally to the cry of the Mediter-
ranean for the Mediterraneans may seem farfetched. Nevertheless, its
potential emotional pull as well as its economic, political, and strategic
practicality should not be overlooked.

This line of approach suggests that the conventional Man-from-
Mars coming to consider present-day politics and diplomacy in the
Mediterranean might well be surprised to hear that it is usually viewed
in terms of regional disputes spilling over internationally into a poten-
tially very dangerous Great Power confrontation between the United
States and the Soviet Union—neither of which borders the Mediter-
ranean. Is there some possible confusion of roles here? Have the prin-
cipals involved deluded themselves concerning the real issues, either
by embracing old slogans and myths or by misreading existing stra-
tegic realities?

For example, the potential strategic threat of Soviet moves in the
Mediterranean is simply (and not too inaccurately) deseribed as that
of outflanking Western Europe, but in that case why is not the region
directly threatened more directly involved in working out an effective
response. There is considerable evidence that the French Government
is concerned, but nevertheless even France seems willing to let the
United States take the leading role.
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And why not? For as long as the United States preempts the posi-
tion of leadership against Soviet incursions in the Mediterranean the
Western European powers directly involved can enjoy whatever pro-
tection the United States policy provides if and for as long as it is
successful while maintaining relative freedom of maneuver to con-
sider other options when the opportunity or the need arises. In the
eastern Mediterranean, the United States is, therefore, paying the
price of preemptive leadership.

ASSUMED EUROPEAN WEAKNESS

Ever since the Eisenhower doctrine (or, in a broader sense, ever
since the Truman doctrine) the United States has been acting on the
assumption that the Western European hand is too weak in the East-
ern Mediterranean to achieve the minimal goals shared by both. At
an earlier period this was not a completely whimsical estimate, but
power relations have changed since the immediate post-World War 1T
period. Even the idea that Britain and France were so discredited
after their abortive Suez campaign as to be unable to play any sig-
nificant role in the Eastern Mediterranean has lost whatever validity
it might have had. In such matters the states of the area (just like
other states) have very short memories. The notion—still to be read
in a standard text on the Middle East in international affairs—that
the United States has some special operating advantage in the Mid-
dle East because of its anticolonial past is unadulterated nonsense,
and has been for over 15 years.

Just as Britain and France (and for that matter, Ttaly and Spain)
are under no special liability for having colonized parts of the Middle
Tast and North Afriea in an earlier period, the United States reaps
no benefit for having avoided the scramble for colonies, at least in this
part of the world.

Of course, it is easier to point out the penalty of preemptive leader-
ship than to find an effective way of working back to a diplomatic
position more consistent with the immediacy and intensity of the in-
terests af stake. The clear—and legitimate—U.S. interest in prevent-
ing Soviet domination of the Mediterranean is in no way lessened
%m'mts:e of an identical interest on the part of Western and Southern

urope.

It must also be admitted that United States spokesmen (public and
private) often confuse U.S. ties with and informal commitments to
Israel with the aim of preventing the spread of Soviet influence in
the Mediterranean. In certain ways, the policy interests in preserving
a strong and secure Israel and in avoiding Soviet domination of the
Mediterranean can be reconciled. Indeed, an approach that merges
these two interests would represent the best feasiEle strategy for the
United States in the area. Nevertheless, it serves no interest to will-
fully—or unwittingly—confuse the two; for one part of the problem
in getting Western Europe more directly involved in defense of a
common Mediterranean interest is to work out a commonly-accepted
approach to the Arab-Israeli issue.

The above approach suggests bringing Europe more directly into
the resolution of Eastern and Southern Mediterranean affairs not—
let it be repeated—because of any special role earned by Europe dur-
ing the period of colonial rule but only because of a complementarity
of geographical, political and economic interests.
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EUROPE MODEST, REALISTIC

Nor are any of the European powers showing at this time any nos-
talgic yearnings for the old empire. The eminently patient and cor-
rect attitude of the Italian Government to the expulsion of Italian
subjects from Libya seems to suggest a more modest and realistic
approach.

Or, to end on a more pessimistic and cynical note, it—this reaction
of Europe as we see it today—may be only part of a dismally long
pattern of stagnant balance characterizing the now two-centuries old
problem of struggle over the eastern Mediterranean that earlier dip-
lomats labeled the “Eastern Question.” During this entire period the
Middle East has never been dominated, never unified, only tantalized
and tormented. There has been just enough outside pressure to keep
political forces in the area off balance, not enough to provoke clearly
delineated, strongly-rooted, indigenous forces in response to the
challenge.

And the bitter froit is that Middle Eastern leaders still tend to
condunet their politics the way it was done during—and even before—
the “Western interlude™ of colonial rule, that is, with an eye over one’s
shoulder to see what the outside powers are up to.

And the outside powers still jockey for position in this absurd race
that never ends and thus never pays a purse to the victor.

So today, as yesterday, we see little wars, constant tensions, the
hypocritical clucking of Great Powers, within the region the deepen-
ing cynicism that comes from being constantly tantalized and in the
outside world a poor replay of the times of Lord Palmerston and
M. Thiers, of Muhammad Ali and the Ottoman sultans, leading per-
haps to another Crimean War which we can only hope will be no
worse than the first.

So to sum up, Mr. Chairman, T was attempting in this statement
first to assay the colonial legacy in terms of present-day realities,
and I came up with the simplistic, but I believe basically accurate
judgment that this is not the major clusters of factors to look for.
Rather, certain present-day economic and political realities are a
much more significant guide to what is going on. I then turned in
the latter part of the statement to a background appraisal of what
I see as some of the inconsistencies or difficulties in the American
position in the eastern Mediterranean especially. Finally, T suggested
in the last few moments of my prepared statement that the legacy
of the last century or so, as seen from within the area, has created a
sort of conditioned response to the reality of having been tantalized
rather than completely crushed, and their response is now deep rooted.

A STAGNANT BALANCE

Even some of us who have long worked in the area tend to over-
look how this patterned response tends to produce a stagnant balance,
very little progress, very little solution of internal, regional diplo-
matic issues, et cetera.

Thank you.

(The full text of Mr. Brown’s statement appears on p. 118.)

Mr, Rosextrar. Dr. Landes? 1 know you have a prepared state-
ment. You may insert it in the record, or proceed in whatever man-
ner you think most useful to the committee.
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STATEMENT OF PROF. DAVID S. LANDES, ECONOMIC HISTORIAN
OF EUROPE, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

(The biography of Mr. Landes appears on p. 186.)

Mr. Lanpes. I will read from my statement making perhaps some
ad 1ib changes as I go along. with your permission. I confess that it
1sn't easy to conceive of a statement of this sort on short order, so to
speak, and I would be happier, as perhaps Professor Brown would be,
to discuss these matters in response to questions from the committee.

ECONOMIC INTERESTS

I think any effort to understand the interest of the major West
European countries (the United Kingdom, France, and Germany) in
the Middle East simply in terms of economic relations is unpersuasive.
The data make it clear that the primary commercial tie of Europe to
the region takes the form of oil imports—a subject that T understand
will be treated by someone else. Even these, which constitute a substan-
tial fraction of the value of imports from the region, are but a small
fraction of these countries’ total imports of all commodities.

At the same time European exports to these countries run even lower
than imports both in absolute terms and in share of aggregate trade.
Germany and Switzerland are exceptions; but the others essentially
sell less to these countries than they buy from them, and T think that
this disparity is implicit in the huge oil surplus that the Middle East
exports to Europe. To be sure, much of this outflow returns to Europe
directly or indirectly via trade with non-European countries on direct
transfer to European accounts.

Nevertheless, the tendency to view this area as some kind of magnifi-
cent potential market for Europe is one that few Europeans would
agree with. This is not to say that European nations are not interested
in developing their trade with the countries of the Middle East, just as
they are interested in expanding trade in other parts of the world.
Trade considerations do influence policy, especially insofar as diplom-
acy can create a favorable reception for European products. The major
European nations are very candid about this: and the French, for
example, have pointed to a number of suceessful transactions, begin-
ning in 1967, as evidence of the success of their foreign policy vis-a-vis
the Arab States. If one examines the trade data. they show that French
exports to the region have almost doubled in current dollar value since
1967—almost threefold if you omit the north African Arab countries.
I repeat, however, that the overall amount is rather small compared
fo aggregate trade, and T have attached to my statement a table of
the trade of the principal West European countries with the region as
compared with their overall trade.

THE “HAVES” OF THE OIL WORLD

As for foreign aid to the area, one has to distinguish between the
haves and have-nots. The haves are those countrios that export oil.
They have, as noted above, a surplus on commodity account and can
buy such material and technical assistance as they need. They receive
little by way of gifts from Europe; the Europeans understand per-
fectly well that there is little point in giving money to people who al-
ready have it. But the European countries do vie to serve them, insofar
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as such services can be translated into favorable diplomatic relations
and profitable contracts for the industry of the country concerned.

To be sure, the more populous oil-producing countries—I think
there are three of these that are worth taking account of here—Iraq,
Tran, and Algeria—have problems and needs that exceed what they
can solve with oil royalties. All three have received foreign assistance,
but only the last is particularly linked to Western Europe. Iraq, of
course, is mostly closely linked with the Soviet bloc economically, and
to a lesser extent with Western Europe, with British petroleum. The
Tranians have their close contacts with American business.

Aloeria. however, has continued to maintain close economic ties with
France since independence, and in spite of recent differences, this com-
mon-law marriage continues. On the other hand, the French commit-
ment of resources to Algeria, much of which has taken the form of
human technical assistance (teaching personnel especially) has di-
minished considerably over the years. This reflects partly the growing
relinnce of Algeria on East bloc countries for aid, partly a waning
of French enthusiasm and a certain amount of disenchantment.
(France, T might say in passing, continues to be the country that ex-
pends the highest proportion of ifs income in foreien aid, in the entire
world, althongh the proportion is small, around 1 percent, and most
of its assistance goes as before, to Africa; but more and more of it,
to the countries south of the Sahara.)

“HAVE-NOTS” NEED AID

The have-not countries of the Middle East, that is, those which

do not have oil to export, can all use assistance. The ones that need
it the most, however, Egypt and Syria, look for help to the Commu-
nist countries rather than to Western Europe. This pattern is not likely
to change in the near future, and European countries would deem the
provision of assistance to them a poor political and business risk. T
say this even though Mr. Douglas-Flome is reported to have offered
Eevpt some 1 million pounds in aid on the occasion of his recent
visit. The sum of 1 million pounds is very small in relation to the
quantity of aid that Egypt has received from the Soviet Union.

These countries, Egypt and Syria, are already heavily indebted to
the Soviet bloe and have morteaged their future for years to come.

Tsrael is a special case. Tt is richer, in terms of income per head,
than the other Middle Eastern countries—with the exception of small
states like Xuwait, with enormous oil royalties to be distributed among
a small population, Even so, Israel’s large outlays for armaments, its
ambitions development projects, and its heavy social commitments
have made it dependent on outside assistance to a significant degree—
either in the form of loans or gifts. Almost none of this comes now
from Europe. German reparations, once very important to Israeli
survival, have long since tapered off and would constitute in any case
a much smaller fraction of income than they did in the 1950’s. French
assistance, once particularly active in the military sphere, has dwin-
dled almost to nothing since the June war,

If anything, the French contribution is negative: The French Gov-
ernment is holding under embargo airplanes for which the Israelis
have already paid hard cash. Great Britain, in spite of its old political
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tie to the area, has never provided assistance to Israel; its main efforts
were directed originally to sustaining the State of Jordan, but Britain
has since given over much of this role to the United States.

So far I have been looking at the problem from the point of view of
the Middle Eastern countries. From the Furopean side, there is no
question that Middle East policies are primarily a function of politics
rather than business. The two countries most interested in the area, by
history and vocation, are Great Britain and France. The former long
had a major stake in the area by virtue of its link to India. The second
was motivated by national ambition and pretensions that went back,
interestingly enough, in some instances, to the crusades. The interwar
mandates reflected this interest; in effect, Britain and France ~'1 wed
the Middle East between them. The war and the Arab independence
movement changed all that, while the instrusion of the United States
and Russia into the region lnt\ll‘l]ll) conduced to a subordination of
the former primary powers. Even so, neither France nor Britain has
ever given up the hope of playing an active role in the politics of the
Middle East. Each recognizes that this role cannot be what it was, and
if anything, each now puts itself forward in the name of its weakness
rather than of its strength; that is, it puts itself forward as a better
potential friend for the countries of the region than either of the
superpowers ever can be, precisely because they are superpowers.

CONSISTENT BRITISH ROLE

Inevitably, both the French and the British have become involved
in the pllm'u\ political issue of the region—the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Through the years, each has had a fhu*tuatmg relationship with Israel,
though the BI!le]! have been on the whole more consistent. The
British were e opposed fto partition in 1947, and have remained opposed
to most Israeli policy since.

The only real exception to this record is the interlude of the Sinai

campaign, when Britain was drawn by France into an alliance with

Israel that had as one objective the recapture of the Suez Canal from
Egypt. Since that fiasco, the British have returned to their traditional
policy of courting influence with the Arabs whenever possible. To be
sure, the stakes are far less important. India is gone, and the ronte to
India is no longer the sacred cow of British imperialism. Still, the
British have old, established ties in the area, particularly with the
Trucial sheikdoms of the Persian (Arabian) "Gulf; and the British
foreign service is still staffed by men who made their careers in the
region and brought home with them a strong affection for the Arabs
and an identification with Arab interests,

There is nothing unusual about this. Tt goes without saying that this
is preciselv the pattern that tends to develop in any diplomatic rela-
tionship : The ambassador is less the representative of the country that
sends him than a spokesman and intermediary to his own people for the
conntry to which he is accredited. The British in this respect are no
different from the French or the Americans.

The French record has been very different. Partly because of
France’s own conflict with the rebels in Algeria, who were receiving
assistance at the time from other Arab countries, France linked her-
self to Tsrael in the midfifties and continued to support Israel. mate-
rially and diplomatically, right into the middle of the next decade.
This connection, which l'mmd expression in strong personal ties and
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sundry statements of loyalty and affection, was. however, like all other
such connections, fundamentally a function of national interest. Once
the Algerian question was settled, France buried her garievances against
the Arabs :'m‘;H sought to renew connections that had lain fallow over
the preceding decade. While assistance to Israel continued. efforts
were made to balance this by support to Arab countries. The showdown
came n 1967, when France made it clear that it would throw its sup-
port to Egypt in the crisis over the closing of the Strait of Tiran, The
Israclis, who ordinarily think of themselves as hardheaded. were
shocked. They were to be even more disappointed in the vears that
followed, as France subsequently shifted her friendship completely to
the side of the Arabs. undertook an overtly one-sided policy of mili-
tary assistance, and embargoed further shipments of arms'to Israel.
To be sure, this change of posture was disguised for a while under a
rhetoric of evenhandedness. The French. for example, insisted at first
that they would send arms to neither side: then. however. distin-

Fuishqd between those Arab countries in the field of conflict, and those,
ike Libya, that lay outside.

FRENCH ROLE CIANGED

(Given the connections among the Arab states, connections that have
been reinforced since, this deception fooled no one. If anything, it has
been a source of embarrassment to the French Government, which has
been criticized on this score by French opinion, at least some French
opinion, as well as reproached by old Israeli friends. The answer. as
given by Foreign Minister Schumann recently is that France looks

forward to renewed normal relations with Tsrael, and to win friend-
ship with Israel, though only on certain conditions, among them a com-
mitment by Israel not to challenge French discrimination along these
lines. In short, “we will be your friend if you don’t complain how we
treat you.”

French policy is also influenced by European diplomatic interests.
For some time now, France has sought to depolarize the rivalry be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United States and to regain for itself
a position of influence in the international arena. Hence the frequent
French references and summonses to four-power conferences concern-
ing the Middle East, which go back to the crisis preceding the June
war.,

As part of this campaign, the French have been concerned to make
their initiative acceptable to the Soviet Union by assuming a roughly
parallel position: at the same time, they have tended to play down
whenever possible the significance of Soviet intervention in the region.
Here T might diverge slightly from Professor Brown’s presentation.
The French say that they look upon the Mediterranean as, in fact, a
frontier area of the Soviet Union. At least this is what Courve de Mur-
ville said to a group recently when I was present, that it was by no
means unexpected or unreasonable to find Soviet naval vessels and a
Soviet buildup in the Mediterranean; that the Mediterranean lies,
after all, in close proximity to the southern border of the Soviet Union.

I would emphasize, as Professor Brown has, that the French have
felt free to indulge in this flirtation with the Soviet Union precisely
because of their confidence of continued American concern and the
presence of American naval forcesin the area.
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Germany is a special case. She has to live with the Soviet Union,
especially in matters concerning a divided Germany, and yet she is very
much dependent in all this on “the United States. Her position is dic-

tated primarily by her concern for the reactions of the superpowers
insofar as these are in a position to influence the fate of the two Ger-
manys. The German posture is much less affected by intra-European
pressure. I say this in spite of the recent affected adherence to the dec-
laration of the Six regarding a Middle East settlement.

ACTIVE GERMAN TRADE

Because of the absence of a characteristic historical involvement,
which to some extent defines the objectives of Britain and France, the
(GGerman interest in the Middle East is more removed than theirs and
less dictated by previous experience. Commercial considerations are
that much more 1mportant; Germany’s trade with the area has grown
steadily and now exceeds that of either of the other two major West
European nations.

Germany presently has no formal diplomatic relations with the
major Ar ab States. She has been moving, however, to restore these—
if only because no great power is comfortable with that kind of hole
in its network of tlzplmn itic connections. The Arabs in turn would like
to compel Germany. as the price of resumption, to adhere to their inter-
pretation of U.N. Resolution 242 and line up in effect with France,
Britain, and the Soviet Union.

In view of the concurrent pressures from France, Britain, the Soviet
Union, and perhaps also from the American State Department, the
Germans may well move in this direction. The effect would be an almost
complete diplomatic isolation of Israel, the prospect of which the
Israelis react to with a mixture of dread, philosophical acceptance, and
moral outrage. It is not clear to me that this confirmation of Israel’s
resentment and conviction that its fate is being decided by extrare-
gional power interests, is any more conducive to peace in the area than
the parallel Arab resentment and conviction that their fate is at the
mercy of extraregional imperialist interests.

Thank you.

(The full text of Mr. Landes’ statement appears on p. 122.)

Mr. RosextrAL. Thank yon very much, Professor.

Dr. Brown, several witnesses have testified befor e the committee on a
matter you didn’t talk on, but T wanted to get your view. A number
of other witnesses testified that they saw the ultimate solution for
peaceful resolution of the Middle East conflict coming through direct
negotiations between the parties. All the jockeying and intermediate
positions would not be useful, they said, to a final resolution down the
road to peace. I would like to have your view on that subject.

Mr. Browx. I don’t feel the question of whether there be direct nego-
tiations is nearly so crucial as the matter of keeping some flic ker of
flame going in the movement toward a settlement, and in some ways it
seems to me rather characteristic of the diplomatic climate in this area
that so much time seems to be spent on such questions.

I won’t bother to review that background. You know all too well that
the sides directly concerned, the Arabs and Israel, have both gotten
themselves caught in a position that neither is readily able to step down
from. To that extent, tllle question of whether there should be direct or
indirect negotiations has some immediate importance in keeping things
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moving, but I feel very strongly in terms of a long-range settlement
that all sides can live with ; this question is very definitely low priority.
I would certainly hope that all sides keep a rather open-ended
flexibility.

A MEDITERRANEAN PACT

Mr. RosextrAL. Dr. Brown, you discussed on page 7 the lack of po-
litical coherence among the countries bordering on the Mediterranean.
Do you think there is any chance that there could be a government, a
grouping, a Mediterranean Pact, as it were; and if such a thing could
develop, would it provide stability and some kind of long-term tran-
quility in that area ?

Mr. BrowN. Let me try to answer this in several ways. First, T think
the statement that Mr. Landes gave, which in part put more emphasis
on the European view of the Middle East, is indeed consistent with my
own. I would agree that to the Europeans this is somewhat a secondary
issue in terms of trade, politics, and the like. By the same token, T
think it is quite unrealistic to conceive of some kind of tightly struc-
tured institutional development, either economic cooperation or even
less—some kind of viable political unit. At the same time, I would
argue, although T concede it might now seem a little whimsical, the
general idea does make sense, and I do think something along the line
of just a little bit more cooperation could be achieved. It would seem to
me that there are certain powers in the Mediterranean having a real in-
terest to do so.

Mr. Rosentrar. If you could write the most optimistic secenario you
could write, how would it work itself out?

Mr. Browx. I should think, in the next generation, it would be that
of a rather more effective economic cooperation among the states of the
Mediterranean littoral, a willingness of all states directly concerned to
simply put in cold storage some of these pressing political issues that
are not going to be easily solved.

Mr. RosentaaL. In Kurope we see in the last few years, it seems to
me, & growing economic unit, growing in scope, intensity and impor-
tance that may well develop into a political unit. Is that the same
parallel scene?

Mr. Broww. T would see much of the oil producing area of the Mid-
dle East being clearly linked to Europe, because Europe is the major
importer of that oil. Western Europe and Japan together.

I personally can’t now see any kind of integration of the Eastern
and Southern Mediterranean, compared to what is emerging in the
EEC.

Mr. RosextrAL. Dr. Brown, you noted, on page 8 of your statement,
that the United States had stepped into the Eastern Mediterranean
because it felt a weakness on the part of the European powers. Do
you have a view as to whether the United States mi;,rlllt. have or should
attempt to influence its NATO Allies into a more active role there? Tf
so, how do you do it, and should NATO then become involved as
NATO in Near East disputes?

POSSIBLE ROLE FOR NATO

Mr. BrowN. A major theme T tried to stress in the paper is my con-
viction that the United States should try to interest the NATO Allies




In more active participation in Mediterranean affairs. T think my pro-
posal fits clearly into the rethinking now going on in many quarters
now concerning U.S. posture to the outside world. We have to take a
somewhat more realistic appraisal of what this country can do and be
sure that is done effectively. f

In terms of immediate political, strategie, and economic considera-
tions, there is a clear and undeniable Western and Southern European
interest in the Eastern Mediterranean, but they see the United States
taking the lead, and, in effect, they respond, “Why not let them?”

We need to find ways and means of bringing the European states
more effectively into these issues, but I would be the first to say this
would be very difficult indeed. i

Mr. Rosextaar. Everybody has said that. We are inclined to re-
spond, “Well, how do you do it?” What recommendations do vou
have? :

Mzr. Broww. I den’t have any very precise recommendations. Let me
try to answer it in the negative scenario of what can also happen.

I am sure you have heard in various testimony the way in which the
European states either traditionally or because of existing interests
may find it advantageous to strike a bargain with the oil-producing
countries; that is to say, almost exclusively, with the Arab States.

I submit that this potential can, of course, be quite disruptive in
causing a whole pattern of reactions by this country, by Israel, of the
sort that could get us off the track to a possible settlement.

Now, the question, then, and I certainly would not say this is a very
precise answer to your very precise question, how does one anticipate
this potential, this possibility, that the European powers can play this
card and cause embarrassment to us as well as real danger to states
in the area with whom we have close contacts. Part of the answer is
to begin the chore of making it clear to France, Italy, the United
Kingdom, that there is a real disposition on the part of this govern-
ment, on the part of this country, not to wash its hands of the Eastern
Mediterranean—that would be foolish and quite unnecessary, but a
real disposition to work in cooperation with those more directly in-
volved. Such reorientation does have its risk, because the European
powers would envisage their interests, or an appropriate policy, in the
Eastern Mediterranean different from our own. But it does seem to me
that by working out a common policy along those lines, we can reach
a more realistic settlement that the powers ean live with. If we try to
get a settlement that lets the European powers stay out and decide
whether they like it or not at the later date, I think we are building up
another problem.

SIZE OF EUROPEAN INVESTMENT

Mr. RosentHaL. Dr. Landes, you mention on page 4, that European
policies are primarily a function of polities rather than business. Why
15 this so? Most of us thought the contrary, principally because there
have been sizable European investments in the Middle East.

It is the view of some Americans that investments, in the case of
Great Britain, at least, did have an influence on policy.

Myr. Lanois. I pose the counterfactual assumption : 5;11[)5)0543 they had
less business investment, would this make a difference in their policies?
I don’t think it would. I think Britain and France follow policies that
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are to be understood more in terms of their experience in the avea, the
image they have of their role in the area, than of any particular busi-
ness interest as such. Their economic interest in this area has dimin-
ished over time in proportion to their overall economic interests. Even
in oil their place has shrunk over the last generation by comparison,
say, with that of the United States. ;

Also other countries—Japan and Italy—have come in since. Their
ambitions and behavior in the area are very different. I don’t see in-
vestments, then, as a critical factor in determining what the British
foreign office or the Quai d’Orsay think they want to do. They are
more influenced by political considerations, though obviously they will,
as they have in the past, often cite economic advantages as a
justification.

The French have done this since 1967. I have seen numerous articles
in newspapers like Ze Monde citing newly established business con-
nections or even preliminary conversations as evidence of the wisdom
of French foreign policy. But these gains are small in comparison with
their larger economic interests and are not the determining factor.

Mr. Rosextran. How much assistance arve the Middle Eastern coun-
tries giving to each other? For example, are the oil rich countries
sharing in any measureable degree their resources with their poorer
neighbors, and does that have any influence on policy?

KUWAIT AIDS OTHERS

Mvr. Laxoes. Well, the major flow of that type has been from Ku-
wait, which set up a government fund a few years back and has since
supplemented the resources from this fund by further gifts to Egypt
and to Jordan in the aftermath of the June 1967 war.

Most of this assistance, however, is not in the nature of development
assistance, but subsidies to cover the current expenditures of these
countries and replace revenues lost as a result of the June war. The
agreement at Khartum between Kuwait and Saudi Arabia to provide
resources to Egypt and Jordan was of this sort, With the Suez Canal
cut off, Egyptian revenues had been lost, and the oil countries agreed
to replace it.

But the bulk of the oil income in this area has not been used in this
way. Insofar as the oil countries have found ways to invest in their
own development, they have done so. But they have more money than
they know what to do with, and a great deal of it flows back to
Europe. The Eurodollar market has been fueled to a great extent by
moneys coming in from the Middle East.

Mr. RoseNTHAL, You suggested that economic considerations have
played less an influence in foreign policy among the European coun-
iries. What about public opinion? What effect has public opinion had
on European policy toward the Middle East#

Mr. Laxoes. Well, the most extreme case of contradietion between
public opinion and policy decisions, of course, is that of France.
where public opinion was generally extremely favorable to Israel in
May and June of 1967, but where the government followed a very
different course and did so in accordance with the old tradition of
France and of most other countries that foreign policy is the preroga-
tive of the sovereign and not of the people, so to speak.
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PUBLIC OPINION IN FRANCE

Even in a modern parliamentary system, where there is no longer
a monarchy, the conduct of foreign affairs continues to be the prov-
ince of the successor to the monarch. the chief executive, whether
president or prime minister. De Gaulle was a very special man who
had strong opinions about what was good for France and the world
and was not particularly responsive or susceptible to public opinion.
(Of course he was very sensitive to and resentful of unfavorable
opinion, and there were some unpleasant incidents at the time in which
the French Government hinted that the press was strongly influenced
by “outside parties.” The Minister of Information made such a state-
ment. It created quite an ontery because there were those French who
thought that the statement had an anti-Semitic implication.) Current
French policy in the Middle East is perhaps the most striking instance
of this divergence between foreign policy and public opinion,

In the British case, I think public opinion is much more divided
and British policy is pretty much free to take what direction it will,
I don’t thnk that there is any particular preponderance of opinion
within Britain on one side or the other, If anything, I think the Brit-
ish public tends on the whole to be sympathetic to the Arab rather
than the Israeli position.

In Germany, the problem is complicated by the history of the Ger-
mans in the 1930's and 1940’s. The country is on the whole extremely
sensitive to accusations of anti-Semitism and is, therefore, reluctant
to take a position that would be interpreted as systematically anti-
Israeli. I think, for example, if a German President were to say, as De
Gaulle did a few years back, that the Jews are an elite. domineering
people, I think it would arouse a much stronger reaction than the De
Gaulle statement did. The De Gaulle statement did arouse considerable
apprehension among French Jews and Jews generally, as you will
recall, but coming from a French President. it had much less impact
than it would have if it had come, say, from a President of the German
Federal Republie.

I think the Germans have been caveful here, with perhaps a dis-
tinction to be made between the Christian Democrats and the Soecial
Democrats.

The Social Democrats feel their hands to be realtively clean by com-
parison with their political competitors who don’t have the same sense
of guilt, perhaps, about participation in Germany’s past, about com-
plicity with the Hitler regime, and are less sensitive to this issue of
anti-Semitism than other German parties,

Mr. RosextrAL. Mr. Hamilton ?

Mr. HayuroN. We have heard a lot in this committee about the
dependence of Western Europe on the oil reserves of the Middle East.
and, if anything, that dependence is going to increase in the years
ahead. If this is a fact, why is it that we have such a hard time getting
the Western Europeans to take a more active role in the Middle East?
Are they not as afraid as we are of Soviet domination of the Middle
East and its oil reserves, or Soviet control of those reserves. or Soviet
capacity to deny them to the West ?
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EUROPEAN VIEW DIFFERENT

Myr. Laxpes. Mr. Hamilton, I am not sure, first, whether our desire
to have the European nations take a more active role means the same
to them as it does to us. I think when we use the term, we mean, “Why
can’t we get the Furopean nations to cooperate more with us in the
effort to extrude the Russians from the region.” The Europeans see the
prospect of their intervention in the area, their participation in the
politics of the region, in somewhat different terms. They see it in terms
of giving expression to their national interests and bolstering their na-
tional prestige. I think, again, that the French are the most striking
case of this. The French clearly do not have to be encouraged to play
a role in the Middle BEast. This is what they want to do. This is what
they have been pressing for, and all the calls to four power confer-
ences are a reflection of this. But, of course, their interpretation of what
their role should be diverges markedly from ours. In particular they
don’t want simply to line up with the United States in these matters,
and they prefer to try and take a position which will in some sense
even the balance between the two superpowers—a position that by im-
plication, therefore, will give them that much more leverage in the di-
plomacy of the region.

Mr. Hamrrron. What is their attitude toward Soviet control or
dominance of the oil reserves? Are they concerned about that at all?

Mr. Lanoes. Well, T think Professor Brown put it very well when
he said that to a great extent their position in this reflects underlying
the conviction that when all is said and done, when the chips are down,
we will pull their chestnuts out of the fire. (I think I am mixing meta-
phors.) They take for granted, T think, a sort of a last-gasp recourse
to the United States.

When you look at French diplomacy in the Middle East, it is simply
another aspect of their larger foreign policy—like their attitude to-
ward NATO, or their flirtation with a position of full defense; the
French term was “tous azimuths,” a 360-degree defense perimeter.

Mr. Haymruron. Do they see any need to decrease Soviet influence in
the eastern Mediterranean today

Mr. Lanpes. I think they would like to see it reduced.

Mr. Haruron, They are not willing to do much about it?

SOVIET THREAT ABSSESSED

Mr. Laxpes. They are not willing to pay very much of a price, and
they are not at all sure that the situation is as dangerous as it is made
out to be. T cited the statement of Courve de Murville, the former
foreign minister. He said :

Yes, there are Soviet developments in the Mediterranean, but there are Amer-
fean developments in the Mediterranean. Why should one be surprised at seeing
Soviet vessels there if American vessels are there?

Mr. Haszmron. They don’t see nearly the threat to their oil supply
that we see : is that right ?

Mr. Laxpes. I'll tell you; I think they say one thing at one time and
another thing at another.

Mr. Hasauron. They are acting as if that were true.
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Mr. Laxpes. Yes. Sometimes they say to the United States that we
must put pressure on Israel, because if we antagonize the Arabs, our
oil supplies will be cut off.

But when the United States expresses worry about the oil supply
and Soviet threats to this supply, they say, “Who else can the Arabs
sell it to ?”

There’s some truth in that. Previous experience shows that the Arabs
are reluctant to cut off oil to Europe. There has not been a successful
embargo, even in moments of the greatest pique. That’s not to say, of
course, that there isn’t a price to be paid. I mean, even a partial cut
entails increased costs of one kind or another, and the Europeans have
an interest in not paying more than they have to.

Mr. Hayivrox. What is the attitude of our West European allies
toward our efforts to promote an interim settlement? Either of you
gentlemen may answer.

I put that in this context: that when he was before the General As-
sembly, Secretary Rogers made it very clear that this was the alterna-
tive to pursue peace in the Middle East, thus rejecting the big four
power talks, and the Jarring approach. He indicated that we were go-
ing to concentrate on the interim settlement efforts. Do our allies agree
with that ?

Mr. Laxoes. I think they would prefer the other approaches—
another Jarring intervention, or the four power talks, because they
are keen to have a hand in any settlement, and the prospect of the
United States acting as the primary negotiator of a settlement does
not appeal to them. As a result they have not particularly done any-
thing to support the objective of an interim arrangement and have
tended to argue along the Egyptian line that any agreement that
doesn’t commit all parties in advance to the ultimate settlement is not
satisfactory.

EUROPEAN VIEWS DIFFER

Mr. Hayarrox. Do you think the Western European countries are
unified on the view you are expressing here?

Mr. Laxprs. No, T don’t think they are, although the French have
done their best to try and get some unity of opinion. This statement
of the six that I referred to earlier was a statement by the
members of the European Common Market. The French pushed
for it on the grounds that it was time for the market members to go
beyond trade agreements and show their ability to cooperate in the
diplomatic and political sphere, and that one area where they might
be able to do that was the Middle East. One could have thought of
others as well, but this seemed to be one where they could get agree-
ment on a statement. But my understanding is that a number of the
signatories of that statement have made it clear informally that they
did so as a kind of concession to France and do not think themselves
bound by it.

So you are dealing here with something like two levels of public
statement and perhaps some private reservations, and I don’t know
myself how to interpret the reservations or the statement. In the
Middle Bast one of the things which strikes anyone who follows the
history of Kuropean powers in the area is that all of them have always
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engaged to some degree in equivocation. The United States h
this to a great extent. going back
any time is to ask,
side do they stand ?

This declaration of the six would seem to indicate some unity of atti-
tude, and yet, as T say, there is good reason to believe that this is simply
the surface and not the reality.

Mr. Hamizron. We hear a lot
usually brought up in conte

as done
to the 1940%s. So a big question at
“What precisely do they mean ?” I mean, on which

about opening the Suez Canal. Tt is
xt with some kind of interim settlement.
OPENING SUEZ CANAL

What is the attitude of the
Suez ?

Mr. Lanpes. They all want the canal opened.

Mr. Hamrrrox. How much pressure are they willing to bring to bear
to get it opened ?

Mr. LaNoes. That is an impossib

Mr. Hamivron. How much of
canal open? Obviously it is not a
along without it but ho
them to open it ?

Mr. Lanoes. I think the cost of trade has been increased since 1967
to the group as a whole by some billions of dollars by this closure. That
is a lot of money, though different sources give different estimates of
the cost. But it is quite clear that there are some alternatives, One

Western European countries on opening

le question to answer, really.

an economic benefit is it to get the
necessity because they have gotten

w much of an economic advantage is there to

alternative has been to use more oil than otherwise from North Africa.
QOil doesn’t have to come through the canal. That is one thing.

The European countries have also, obviously, paid higher freight
rates. But the burden of this increase falls unevenly. The closure of
the canal is more important for those European countries on the Med-
iterrancan because the proportionate increase in the length of their
trade routes as a result of closure is greater than for countries on the
Atlantic, such as Great Britain. So there are differences of interest
here.

Then there are the bypasses, the pipelines, although these are not
always secure.

The Germans, for example, are interested at this time in the con-
struction of the pipeline from the Red Sea to near Alexandria in
Egypt. Tt costs money to build a pipeline, and oil users will pay. But
the Germans can console themselves with the money earned building
it. There’s a lot of steel tubing going to go into that pipeline.

On balance, the closure of the canal can’t be described in any sense
as a matter of life or death for these countries. which may be one reason
why they are prepared to oo along with the present situation and
just bring, if you will, diplomatic pressure, so far as it can be exerted.

Mr. RoseNTHAL. Mr. Gross?

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The committee has a biographical sketch of Mr. Brown but T see
nothing with reference to your background, Mr. Landes. Would you
briefly state your backeround #

Mr. Laxoes. May 1 apologize first for not having included such
a sketch? I was supposed to and I forgot to bring it with me.
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I am professor of history at Harvard University. My special inter-
est is the economic history of Western Europe.

Mr. Gross. How long have you been at Harvard ?

Mr. Lanpes. Since 1964.

BRITAIN AND ISRAEL

Mr. Gross. I note with interest, Mr. Landes, your statement on page
4 in which you say that Great Britain in spite of its old ties to the area
has never provided assistance to Israel; that its main efforts were
directed to maintaining the state of Jordan. and that Britain has
“relinquished its role in this respect to the United States.”

I like that statement that it has relinquished its role to the United
States. A great many things have been relinquished to us, haven’t
they? I suppose with this went the relinquishment of support for
Jordan. particularly military equipment and so on and so forth.

Mr. Laxpes. No, I don’t want to imply that the British have ceased
sending aid to Jordan. T am just saying that in terms of its share in
this support, it has relinquished the principal role to the United States.

Mr. Gross. Do either of you gentlemen suggest that we onght to be-
come more heavily involved in spending money in the Middle East,
dumping more of our resources in terms of money into the Middle
East? Or do you think we have put enoughin?

Mr. Browx. I would suggest that there could be certain contingencies
in which our “dumping” considerably more money in the Middle East
might be a very wise policy indeed. One might be if ever the Arab
States and Tsrael got close to a settlement and one of the remaining
obstacles was that of a complex pattern of symbolic repatriation of
Palestinian refugees and compensation of the balance, T would suggest
that it would be, not just good philanthropy and a proper settlement
of a difficult and awkward situation. but also ha rdhended.gnnd_hl_minoss
sense for this country to participate very heavily financially in such a
settlement.

That is very, very far down the road. The burden of my earlier
statement was that we may have inadvertently gotten out ahead of our
own interests, and it might be wise to get into a somewhat more reserved
posture, wait for others to take the initiative, and try to cooperate with
others directly concerned. Even so. there are certain ineluctible commit-
ments we have to that part of the world, which, if they go the wrong
way, could cause us trouble.

POSSIBLE AID INCREASES

It follows that we might find it very definitely to our interest to, at
certain junctures, put a lot of money into the Middle East. ;

Mr. Gross. Put a lot of money in the Middle East ?

Mr. Brown. Under certain circumstances, ves.

Mr. Gross. T won’t ask you to give me some examples.

Mr. Brown. I was suggesting one, that if there should be sufficient
progress in settlement between Tsrael and the Arab States and we
could make a financial contribution toward the Palestinian refugees,
it would be a good use of our money.

That is very speculative now.
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Mr. Gross. Do you agree with that, Dr. Landes?

Mr. Lanpes. Yes. If I may add a few words, I do, and I think it
would be a mistake to stigmatize the prospects of assistance to the
area on the basis of the present situation in such a way as to preclude
the possibility of commitment of funds later. I think that kind of deci-
sion would be a function of the situation at that time and that given
prospects for cooperation among the countries in the area—oprospects
that we can’t envisage now, perhaps, but that might come into fruition
In other circumstances—that we would be well-advised to support such
a thing with our resources because it would be the cheapest way to
solve this other problem of the Russian penetration into the area and
the arms race that has accompanied it.

I think that under normal circumstances the area is bound to be
drawn to the West by considerations of economics. of interest, and
everything else so long as this fundamental conflict between the Arabs
and Israel can be solved and if the contingency envisioned by Profes-
sor Brown were realized, I think we would be well-advised to put a
great deal of money into the region if the money would help.

Mvr. Gross. What is our legal commitment to do it ?

Mr. Laxoes. We have no legal commitment to do anything for
anybody. !

Mr. Gross. What is the legal or statutory commitment to do what
you gentlemen suggest ¢

Mr. Lanpes. Nothing that T know of.

Mvr. Gross. T didn’t think so.

You speak of commitments, but what are the commitments, spe-
cifically? You are both aware, are you not. of the financial condition of

this country and the efforts that must be made to curtail spending if we
are to avoid financial collapse?

U.8. MILITARY ROLE

Let me ask you this, would you suggest that the United States, as it
has been suggested, participate with military forces should the Suez
Canal be reopened? Should we participate with military forces to
keep it.open ¢ Do you suggest we do this?

Mr. Brown. I would have to admit first, Mr. Gross. that the way
I would approach that question would not be primarily a concern for
the financial or economic implications, or financial implications.

I think for a lot of other reasons it might well be best not to think
in terms of joint United States and Soviet troops in the area to guard
some projected armistice lines. Such a proposal received an absolutely
negative reaction from the area, first. Also. it would put us into a pat-
tern of greater political commitments in the area, whereas I would
urge that a somewhat more withdrawn posture of commitment to the
area would be more effective.

sut T will return to the point. T am not an expert on economic af-
fairs and what T know about the financial difficulties of this country
1s what any layman knows, but there is always the problem of balane-
ing the long term and short term. T think one would agree that we
should not overlook some of the potential difficulties in other parts of
the world. including the Middle East. We cannot play any role without
some kind of commitment of our resources T would prefer an approach
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that looks first at the military, political, and strategic problems
involved.

But it seems to me a little bit lopsided, if I may say so, to try to
approach the issue in terms of, whatever the other contingencies in-
volved we must not spend any more money in the Middle East. I have
heard this argument concerning other parts of the world and when
it is followed we end up spending too much money when some explo-
sion oceurs that might have been avoided.

Mr. Gross. There is no assurance whatever that if this country un-
dertook to underwrite all of the costs of the Middle East by way of
so-called peacekeeping that we would still not have an explosion: is
that not true?

Mvr. Brown. Well, this is a pretty tricky world we live in.

FINDING PROPER U.S. ROLE

Mr. Gross. We have had explosions all over the world, haven’t we,
or certainly in parts of the world ?

Mr. Brown. Yes, we have, and we certainly will have more. I think
there is no doubt about that, but I am sure you are not arguing that
there is no effective role that this country can play because I am sure
we all agree that there is one and the question is to concern ourselves
with what is the best way to play that role.

Mr. Gross. What I am advocating is that we withdraw from a lot
of these so-called commitments until we can put our own house in
order. You can take exception to that if you want but I think that is
what we are going to have to do sooner or later.

The opening of the Suez Canal would benefit Russia probably more
than any other of the so-called superpowers, would it not ?

Mr. Brown. That is certainly a very convincing argument that
many have made. Perhaps you could give a better answer on that.

Mr. Laxpes. T think that is clear, that the power most interested in
getting the canal open is the Soviet Union.

Mr. Gross. Yes,

Mr. Lanpes, But, Mr. Gross, if T may simply use some of the reason-
ing that T used earlier in the paper, the United States has a national
income of about $1 trillion. Even if, under hypothetical circumstances,
we were to spend as much as $100 million in that area in a given year,
that. is one-hundredth of 1 percent of our national income.

I would agree with you that we are perhaps overextended and our
ecomomy is not in very good shape, but T wonld say that the Middle
Fast is a very small part of the problem and there are other places
where we could do a great deal more to solve the difficulties that we
are encountering because of the outflow of funds.

Mr. Gross. The tax on this one package of cigarettes is not a great
deal but taken in total it amounts to a good many millions of dollars
in this country each year, doesn’t it ?

Mr. Lanoes. Yes.

Mr. Gross. So T don’t have very much regard for the argument that
just because it is a small unit by comparison that it can’t add up to
quite a bill. Your argument doesn’t impress me very much.
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This country had at the first of this year a public and private debt
of $1,800 million in round figures and it will cross the $2 trillion mark
by the end of this year. With a Federal debt now standing at about
$430 billion and no prospects of any of it being paid off in the for-
seeable future it is ridiculous to think that Americans can support
everybody in the world.

I won’t prolong this but T am not at all impressed with the areu-
ment that because the United States has a gross national product of
thus and so, that it can afford to take care of the rest of the world
That doesn’t impress me in the least.

Mr. RosenTHAL, Mr. Hamilton ?

PRESENT AMERICAN POLICY

Mr. Haytrrox, Tf we may shift away from the financial problems
for a moment, I would like to give each of you an opportunity to com-
ment on present American policy in the Middle East and where you
agree and where von disagree.

Mr. Browx. Well, if T may start, T will mention just a few points,

Some aspects of what T said in my prepared statement may have
given the impression of considerable criticism of the existing efforts
over the past several years of Secretary Rogers and Assistant Secre-
tary Sisco. I would like to clarify that possible interpretation,

I think, without necessarily subseribing to every twist and turn of
this very difficult and tortuous effort, that the work of these gentlemen

and the people behind them, and the whole thrust of the administra-
tion’s effort over the months to try to exercise extreme patience and
caution and never let the door be completely shut, is verv commend-
able indeed. T think just that kind of patience and perserverance is
going to be required.

Mr. Hasrrrox. Where do you disagree?

Mzr. Browx. T don’t see any major disagreements at the moment, T
am suggesting that over the next several vears the TTnited States
should try to some extent to phase out this role of almost unsolicited.
and perhaps to some extent unnecessary, stewardship. I don’t think
that is too harsh a word.

But, in a sense, as so often happens in a diplomatic maneuver, one
is often locked into the immediate past and the pattern of the present
tactics. T think it wouldn’t necessarily be all that profitable to try to
dismantle the efforts that have been going on over so many months and
to, say, go back in terms of generating greater response and interest
In, say, a four-power meeting on the Middle East.

I think we are now locked for the next several months or perhaps
even years into the existing effort, and there is quite a bit to com-
mend if.

WORKING THROUGH NATO

To the extent that there is a possible disagreement, I would hope
we could try rather more aggressive talks with our NATO Allies, with
the Western European countries, pointing out that our ultimate aim
1s to work with them in achieving a certain cooling of the erises there
that could provoke a great power struggle, as we all realize, and in
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certain fairly tangible ways make it clear than when this position
is reached we would like fo step back a bit, we would like to see a
somewhat greater engagement of the FEuropean countries, such as
Italy, France and the United Kingdom, and not excluding others,
who can justifiably say they are powers in the area, powers directly
relying in a way this country is not, on Middle East oil resources and
the like.

I don’t think we can have it both ways. We have to make the best
of an extremely persistent diligent, and largely well-advised position
of trying to push through a settlement now.,

Mpr. Hamirron. Dr. Landes?

Mr. La~pes. Well, like Dr. Brown, I am impressed by the persist-
ence of the State Department in sticking to the talk of finding some
settlement, but I am less impressed by the tactics employed, which I
think have often been counterproductive.

I would raise the question why we want an intermediate settlement
as a first step toward peace. I think the answer lies first in the fact
that we think we have found an issue here that both sides might find
1t possible to agree on ; namely, the opening of the canal and, secondly,
because we want to keep things going, and since an overall settlement
seems to be so difficult of accomplishment, we feel we ought to try
this first and go on from there.

Now, why should opening the canal be of interest in some ways to
both parties? To Egypt, obviously, because it will make available
revenue which Egypt sorely needs,

To the Israelis, primarily as a means of disengaging the two armies.
If the canal is open and running and the armies are separated by a
busy waterway, the likelihood of the kind of war of attrition that
went on a little over a year ago is very small.

REDUCING TENSION

And presumably we feel, as the Israelis do, that anything that will
reduce the possibility of armed conflict is a good way to keep things
going until we can achieve a lasting peace, as the formula puts it.

Mr. HasruroN. Dr, Landes, if T may interrupt you, what I am
after is your evaluation of current policy, not necessarily the pros and
cons of opening the Suez Canal from the standpoint of the Egyptians
or the Israelis.

Do yvou favor the efforts for an interim settlement?

Mr. Laxoes. T do favor them, but the point I was trying to make is
that in the light of our purpose, everything we have done has in a
sense militated against that settlement by conveying to the Egyptians
the notion that the canal can be opened without disengagement, and
that, T think, is the crux of the matter. It is counterproductive to some-
how convey to one side that the canal can be opened without any quid
pro quo. There is no such thing as an arrangement that doesn’t have a
quid pro quo disengagement is precisely what we are aiming at, and
it is precisely this we have given the Egyptians reason to think we are
prepared to do without. In that sense we have been working at cross-
purposes with ourselves.

There are other aspects where T would suegest that we have been
less than successful. T think in connection with the whole business of
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arms supply that there has been so much disparity between what we
have done and the way we have done it that to some extent we have
lost the impact of such arms supplies as we have provided. I mean, one
of the purposes, presumably, of maintaining an equilibrium of force
in the Middle East is to convey to the Soviet Union the sense that this
escalation of arms shipments to the area is pointless, that in a sense
you just keep going back and forth raising the ante and it is in the
interest of both parties to stop it.

U.S. HESITATION ON ARMS

But the way we have handled it, with long hesitations and long
intervals between the time we first think about a shipment and the time
we deliver, we have, I think, conveyed to the Russians the feeling a man
might get, say, in a poker game, where someone stays in on the deal but
hesitates so long before he puts his money in the pot that the other play-
ers get the sense that he will be pushed out the next time there is a
raise.

I think that psychologically we have handled this very badly. If T
may again use the poker analogy, if we are going to stay in the pot, we
should stay in econvineingly.

Mr. Hanrrron. Go ahead, Dr. Brown.

Mr. Brown. I think this is a point on which there is some slight
disagreement between the two of uns, and it might be useful for us to
clarify the issues involved for this subeommittee. T am certainly not
unimpressed with the poker analogues. There is much of that in di-
plomacy, I think we would all agree on that.

At the same time, if one is looking at the rather fragile political
leadership that exists in so many countries of the eastern Mediter-
ranean, the Arab countries especially, there is another way of ana-
lvzing how we get from the rather delicate situation we are in now
to something that »1l sides can live with.

One way of looking at the situation is not so much in terms of the
signals that we give to the other side or the possible misunderstand-
ings of our long term intentions but perhaps of working to build up
certain objective factors which will make the political leaders in the
area less interested in moving into a hot war or in tilting the balance
in any way.

Now. I think a very strong argument can be made that once the
Suez Canal is open, this situation would serve as a slight deterent
to any Egyptian leadership from entering into operations that might
cause the canal to be closed again.

I don’t think we could expect Israel to put all her chips on that
approach but T think it is an important approach that should be
kept in mind.

Mr. RosentHAL. One important factor is the cease fire. That is
what the Israelis get in return.

BOVIET GAIN FROM CANAL

Mr. Hamivron. One of yon indicated in response to a question from
Mr. Gross that it is in the interests of the Soviet Union to open up the
canal. Would you also think it is in the national interest of the
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United States to open up the canal provided it is part of an interim
settlement ?

Mr. Brown. Yes. I am trying to answer it in a way that doesn’t
mislead by distortion.

As in any ulln])ht,lte-ll diplomatic negotiations, we can’t very well
have it both ways and we have to see any single siep in terms of a
process that we hope we can control and we hnp{, we can keep going
in the appropriate channels.

To answer negatively, I think the argument that this might have
some economic, and ev en under certain c ircumstances str rltrm'w impor-
tance to the Soviet Union somewhat more than our economic or stra-
tegic importance is an argument that should be, if not dismissed, at
least given a very, very low priority. I think there is a good argument
to say when you can open up patterns of interest, national trade and
commerce and the like, it is better to do it than to try to call on the
short term advantages.

Certainly our major aim in this tactic of opening up the canal now
is that this step can lead to other steps. Considering all the alternatives,
this is a good option to seize now and I am for it.

Mr. Lanpes. It is a very clear thing for the Soviet Union. They
have there everything to gain and nothing to lose, and they will have
their naval vessels running down the Red Sea and up the Persian
Gulf not long after the canal is opened.

For us, there is a balance of advantages and disadvantages. The dis-
advantages are in part defined in terms of the advantges to the Soviet

Union but I think on balance T would also say it w ould be better to
have the canal open than closed.

TUNISIA

Mr. Hayirron. We are not giving the Soviets any strategic capa-

bility they don’t already have by opening up the canal. After all, they
can get their ships into the Persian Gulf and into the Indian Ocean
now if they want to. It is a convenience for them to go through the
Suez Canal but the strategic capability they have already.

I wanted to clarify that point because of your response to Mr. Gross’
question.

May I ask two other quick questions?

Bourguiba in Tunisia is ill. How unstable will the political situation
be there if he passes on.

Mr. Browx. The nature of his illness and the extended period when
matters are almost out of political contro] because of his illness is cer-
tainly unfortunate. One would have hoped he would have retived be-
cause he is a very sick man. Nevertheless, the Socialist Distour Party
shows a_greater organizational capacity than any political organiza-
tion in that p:ufnf the world, or certainly in the Arab world, and there
is an identifiable body of competent individuals, one of whom will
emerge as Bourguiba’s successor. I don’t see any prospect of a military
coup or a breakdown of stability within the (mmin I think there are
going to be some rather difficult times, especially to Tunisians, who are
accustomed to a despotic, paternalistic rule. There will be some break-
downs that will bother them, but T feel optimistic about the long-term
stability of that country.
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UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITII ALGERIA

Mr. Hamicrox. Should the United States reestablish diplomatic
relations with Aleeria?

Mr. Browx. This is not something that one should spend a great
amount of political eapital on trying to get done right away. Indeed,
I have been interested by the situation where, in so many of the Arab
States, we have developed a quite workable pattern of relations with-
out relations. This seems to be the case in Algeria and in Egypt. That
being so, there is nothing to be gained by our insisting on reestablish-
ing formal relations. We should simply show a willingness to move in
that direction at any time they wish. '

Mr. Hasuavrox, That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rosexrtiar. Thank you both very much. We are very pleased
that you could join us.

(The full text of Mr. Brown’s statement follows:)

THE COLONIAL LEGACY AND THE CONTEM PORARY Mipvre East

In 1963 the preceptive British authority on the modern Middle East, Elizabeth
Monroe, published a book treating Britain's role in that area from the time of
World War 1 to the Suez crisis in 1956, It was entitled Britain's Moment in the
Middle Eagt?

To those who had begun to concern themselves with Middle Eastern affairs
before the Suez crisis of 1958 the title might seem a classic example of British
understatement. The pre-1956 generation of scholars and observers studying the
Middle East were nurtured on ideas of an area tightly controlled from imperial
centers in Europe (Britain and France until the latter's defeat in the Second
World War and thereafter Britain alone). The rise of the Arab League, schemes
for unity of Syria and Iraq, the once seemingly all-important Hashemite-Saudi
rivalry—these and similar issues were all interpreted as parts of a play initiated
or at least controlled by the master puppeteers from outside the area.

Now second thoughts are in order. Perhaps the entire period of formal Western
control of the Middle East was no more than a moment, an interlude. It was a
period too short in time, too disjunctive and divisive in its impaet, to have left
any clearly discernible legacy.

In a sense the brief period of Western hegemony in the Middle East may he
likened to a vigorous kick at an anthill. It brought down an earlier elaborately-
constructed edifice, and there has ensued a frenetic stirring and agitation in all
directions ; but the Western period left behind no master plan according to which
a new synthesis of state and society could be built.

The reason for this lies obscured behind the language conventionally adopted
to label the period. One speaks of the time of Western hegemony, Western rule,
or Western colonialism. All these terms imply a consistency and a uniformity
that was utterly lacking. The “Western period” was actually one of great disunity
and diversity. Instead of at least the ideal of a single cultural and political unity
as represented by the Ottoman Empire, there were many smaller units connected
disjointedly to different outside foeal points of power,

The Middle East (and North Africa) is an area that in the past had known
the unity that comes from a single emperor, caliph, or sultan, a single free trade
zone, and the common denominator of one language as the vehicle of administra-
tion, government, and the expression of political ideas—Ottoman, Turkish,
Arabie, Greek, or Latin.

Instead of this, during the “Western period” there were portions under British,
others nunder French, and, as Toynbee observed a half century ago, the “crumbs
from the table” for Italy and Spain. Adding to the complexity were interspersed
areas (as Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen) that escaped formal outside control.

Further, no uniformity governed even the specifically British or French con-
trolled areas (for only these two approached the creation of a Middle East /North

2 Chatto and Windus, London, 1963,
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African “empire”). There was legal incorporation into the home country as in
French Algeria, There was the anomalous “occupation” as the British in Egypt
from 1882 to 1914 (when a Protectorate was declared ). There were protectorates.
mindates, trucial states, and even a condominium,

DIRECT EUROPEAN CONTROL

The period of direct European control over the several parts of the Middle East
and North Africa was equally patternless. It ranged in time from 126 years
(France in Algeria, only slightly less for the British in Aden) to less than a
generation, e.g., formal British rule in Iraq from ca. 1918 to 1932,

As a result, during this Western period no modern Saint Paul could have moveil
from Libya to Tunisia or from Syria to Iraq and then, when he ran afoul of
the authorities, appeal to a common set of ground rules with the plea of ecivis
Lomanuns sum.

In another sense, the Middle East (but not North Africa which was differeut
at least in this regard) received the worst possible imperial experience, a kind
of wishy-washy colonialism on-the-cheap., Bernard Lewis, the British historian
has brutally diagnosed this weakness *; “There is a case Lo be made for as well as
against the imperial peace—Persian, Roman, Arab, Turkish, French, or British—
as o stage in the development and spread of civilizations:; there is little that
can be said in defence of the so-called imperialism encountered by the Middle
East in the first half of the twentieth century—an imperialism of interference
without responsibility, which would neither create nor permit stable and orderly
sovernment.” And he goes on to point up the different experience separating the
Middle East from much of the formerly colonized world: “Perhaps one of the
most significant distinctions in the ex-imperial countries of Asia and Afrieca is
between those that were directly administered through a colonial or imperal civil
service, and those that were under some form of indirect rule or influence. The
people of the latter group of countries got the worst of both worlds, receiving
neither the training in administration of the colonial territories, nor the practice
in responsibility of the old independent states.”

3y contrast, in French North Africa the colonial experience was both more
intensive and more uniform; and quite likely the somewhat more effective polit-
ical structures in these countries (measured, fo the extent possible, in strictly
instrumental and non-normative terms) owe something to this appreciably differ-
ent legacy, Tunisia, for example, can boast the most coherent political party in
the Arab world—the Socialist Destour—as gauged both in terms of fostered na-
tional integration and mobilizing resources for development. The most thoroughly
and brutally colonized of all, Algeria, now seems to be emerging from its trau-
matic war of independence charaeterized by a hard-bitten pragmatism that sug-
gests comparison with Tito’'s Yugoslavia. Even Moroecco, that cannot point to
the same national cohesion or developmental dynamism, has thus far heen able
to maintain one important legacy from the French period. Pre-colonial Morocco
had traditionally been divided into that area where the Sultan's writ held sway
(blad al-Malhzan) and those more forbidding mountainous and desert areas
where tribes resisted centralized control (blad al-siba). French rule brought all
Morocco into the blad al-makhzan, and in spite of many other political vicissitudes
this administrative trinmph remains intact.

Although Libya at one time also seemed fated to undergo the intensive colonial
challenge always brought by great waves of settlers, the ironies of recent history
created, instead, a much more disjunctive legacy. Mussolini’s ambitious plans for
“demographic eolonization” during the 1930 were largely destroyed in the ceveral
North African campaigns of the Second World War. When, following the battle of
El-Alamain (October 1942), the British took Cyrenaic for the third time, all
Ttalian nationals were withdrawn and much of Libya’s eastern provinee reverted
to pastoralism. Only 40,000 Ttalian nationals remained in Tripolitania, of which
18000 were in the ¢ity of Tripoli. Then, since the Great Powers were deadlocked
and could not arrive at any acceptable transitional plan, Libya emerged as an in-
dependent kingdom in December 1951 under the rule of the Saunis leader, Tdris.
Denied most of the fruits of economic modernization that Italian settled coloniza-
fion might have been able to establish and equally denied any practical experience

2The Middle Fast and the West, Indiana University Press, 1964, pp. 59-60,
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in the daily administration of a modern state, the newly independent state got
off to a very shaky start. This helps to explain the generally poor performance
record that followed and serves to clarify how the mona rchy could so easily
crumble following Colonel Qaddafi’s coup in September 1969, :

LEGACY OF COLONIAL PERIOD

The above mixed verdict on the “Western period” in the Middle East and North
Africa is not intended to denigrate the many commendable efforts of individual
administrators. soldlers, teachers and technicians, Nor is there any interest here
in praising or deploring colonialism in general, or any of its sub-species, At a time
when the “Western period” seems to be drawing to an end (with the British with-
drawal from the Persian Gulf) no useful purpose is served in raking among the
ashes of old confrontations now resolved or at least transcended.

It is, however, of continuing relevance to draw attention to the weak legacy
from the “Western period,” a legacy that is in many cases quite inconsequential
in terms of present-day political orientations and options. And, accordingly, the
scholar or policy-maker concerned with contemporary reality in the Middle Bast
and North Africa will usually be advised to give little attention to assaying the
possible continued vitality (or virulence, for that matter) of the old colonial leg-
gacy, He should, rather, be more on the look-out for more tangible and immediately
present factors,

To put the issue almost too schematically certain historical periods are to be
classified as “formative”, laying foundations for new systems and world—views
likely to survive for generations, Other historical periods are more dispersive.
The forces at work are expended more nearly in tearing down old institutions and
ideologies which must, of course, be replaced by something new ; but in such ages
while there are many innovations, whether imposed or eagerly sought, no new
pattern emerges. The “Western period” in the Middle East (but perhaps not in
formerly French North Africa) belongs in that latter category.

This is not to deny that the Western colonial period played a role in developing
modern economic infrastructures (buf, again, with appreciable differences in
emphasis and impact distinguishing the several countries involved), but in almost
no case has the colonial legacy governed the type of economic policy now employed
significantly shaped existing economiec institutions, or dictated current trade
patterns. That Egypt and Syria espouse an Arab Socialist orientation or that
Lebanon embraces laissez-faire economie policy have little to do with the colonial
legacy. That Western Europe and Japan are the major consumers of Middle
Bastern oil is infinitely more important than circumstances surrounding the
origins of the oil enterprise in the Middle East, The existence of some 300,000
Turks working in Germany and other parts of Europe and perhaps 750,000 North
Africans working in France looms larger today than earlier efforts, in most cases
now completely eroded, to establish essentially bilateral trade patterns between
“ecolony” and “home country.”

The legacy of French or English as a second language can be very important
(e.g, dictating a preference for foreign technical advisers and businessmen fluent
in that language, maintaining—If only through inertin—a tendency to seek higher
education abroad in these langnages, ete.) ; but it can well be arguned that English
maintains ifts standing more because of its present prestige and utility as an in-
ternational language than because of the colonial legacy. And French hangs on to
its privileged position in North Africa, in part, because of a major French gov-
ernmental effort to provide some 15,000 French teachers (with the French govern-
ment paying part of the cost) to Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco.

CONTINUING TIES

The end of a period of Western hegemony in the Middle Bast and North Africa
does not, however, spell the end of a period of BEurope's close involvement with
that region. On the contrary, Western and Southern Europe is ineluetably linked
to the Middle East and North Africa. The economie complementarity of Western
Europe and the Middle Bast/North Africa (oil, workers and agricnltural sur-
plus in exchange for manufacturers in addition to eqguipment and technical serv-
ices required for the area’s own industrialization) fits too neatly to be completely
disrupted by different political consideration arising either from within the area
or without (e.g. the Soviet Union or China).




Also, the Arab states, Turkey and Israel share the Mediterranean with much
of Europe. Given present tensions such as that pitting Arabs against Israel and
Greece against Turkey (over Cyprus) the idea that the littoral states might rally
to the cry of the Mediterranean for the Mediterraneans may seem farfetched.
Nevertheless, its potential emotional pull as well as its economie, political and
strategic practicality should not be overlooked.

This line of approach suggests that the conventional Man-from-Mars coming
to consider present-day politics and diplomaecy in the Mediterranean might well
be surprised to hear that it is usually viewed in terms of regional disputes spill-
ing over internationally into a potentially very dangerous Great Power confron-
tation between the United States and the Soviet Union—neither of which borders
the Mediterranean. Is there some possible confusion of roles here? Have the
principals involved deluded themselves concerning the real issues either by em-
bracing old slogans and myths or by misreading existing strategic realities?

For example, the potential strategic threat of Soviet moves in the Mediter-
ranean is simply (and not too inaccurately) described as that of outflanking
Western Europe, but in that case why is not the region directly threatened more
directly involved in working out an effective response. There is considerable
evidence that the French government is concerned, but nevertheless even France
seems willing to let the United States take the leading role.

And why not? For as long as the United States pre-empts the position of lead-
ership against Soviet incursions in the Mediterranean the Western European
power directly involved can enjoy whatever protection the United States policy
provides if and for as long as it is successful while maintaining relative freedom
of maneuver to consider other options when the opportunity or the need arises.
In the eastern Mediterranean, the United States is, therefore, paying the price
of pre-emptive leadership.

NEW FAOTORS

Ever since the Eisenhower Doctrine (or, in a broader sense, ever since the Tru-
man Doectrine) the United States has been acting on the assumption that the
Wesfern European hand is too weak in the Eastern Mediterranean to achieve the
winimal goals shared by both. At an earlier period this was not a completely
whimiseal estimate, but power relations have changed since the immediate post-

World War II period. Even the idea that Britain and France were so diseredited
after their abortive Suez eampaign as to be unable to play any significant role
in the Eastern Mediterranean has lost whatever validity it might have had, In
such matters the states of the area (just like other states) have very short mem-
ories. The notion—still to be read in a standard text on the Middle East in Inter-
national Affairs—that the United States has some speeclal operating advantage
In the Middle Hast because of its anti-colonial past is unadulterated nonsense,
and has been for over 15 years. Just as Britain and France (and, for that matter,
Italy and Spain) are under no special liability for having colonized parts of the
Middle East and North Africa in an earlier period, the United States reaps no
benefit for having avoided the seramble for colonies, at least in this part of the
world.

Of course, it is easier to point out the penalty of pre-emptive leadership than
to find an effective way of working back to a diplomatie position more con-
sistent with the immediacy and intensity of the interests at stake. The clear—
and legitimate—United States interest in preventing Soviet domination of the
Mediterranean is in no way lessened because of an identical interest on the part
of Western and Southern Europe, It must also be admitted that United States
spokesmen (publie and private) often tend to confuse United States ties with
and informal commitments to Israel with the aim of preventing the spread of
Soviet influence in the Mediterranean. In certain ways, the policy interests in
preserving a strong and secure Israel and in avoiding Soviet domination of the
Mediterranean can be reconciled. Indeed, an approach that merges these two
interests would represent the best feasible strategy for the United States in the
area. Nevertheless, it serves no interest to willfully—or unwittingly—confuse
the two; for one part of the problem in getting Western Europe more directly
involved in defense of a common Mediterranean interest is to work out a com-
monly-accepted approach to the Arab-Israeli issue.

The above approach suggests bringing Europe more direetly into the resolution
of Eastern and Southern Mediterranean affairs not—Ilet it be repeated—because
of any special role earned by Furope during the period of eolonial rule but only
because of a complementary of geographical and economie interests.
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Nor are any of the Buropean powers showing at this time any nostalgic yearn-
ings for the old Empire, The eminently patient and correet attitude of the Italian
government to the expulsion of Italian subjects from Libya seems to suggest a
more modest and realistic approach.

Or, to end on a more pessimistic and cynical note, it may be only part of a
dismally long pattern of stagnant balance characterizing the now two-centuries
old problem of struggle over the BEastern Mediterranean that earlier diplomats
labelled the “Eastern Question.” During this entire period the Middle East has
never been dominated, never unified, only tantalized and tormented. There has
been just enough outside pressure to keep political forces in the area off balance,
not enough to provoke clearly delineated strongly rooted indigenous forces in
response to the challenge.

And the bitter fruit is that Middle Eastern leaders still tend to conduct their
politics the way it was done during—and even before—the “Western interlude”
of colonial rule, that is, with an eye over one’s shoulder to see what the outside
powers are up to.

And the outside powers still jockey for position in this absurd race that never
ends and thus never pays a purse to the victor.

S0 today as yesterday we see little wars, constant tensions, the hypoeritical
clucking of Great powers, within the region the deepening cynicism that comes
from being constantly tantalized and in the outside world a poor replay of the
times of Lord Palmerston and M. Thiers, of Muhammad Ali and the Ottoman
sultans, leading perhaps to another Crimean War which we can only hope will
be no worse than the first.

(The full text of Dr. Landes’ statement follows :)

WEeSTERN EUROPEAN RELATIONS WITH THE Mronre East

Any eflort to understand the interest of the major West European countries
(the United Kingdom, France, and Germany) in the Middle East in terms of
economic relations is unpersuasive. The data make it clear that the primary
commercial tie of Europe to the region takes the form of oil imports—a subject
that I understand will be treated by someone else. Even these, which constitute
a substantial fraction of the value of imports from the region, are but a small
fraction of total imporis of all commodities, At the same time European exports
to these countries run even lower than imports both in absolute terms and in
share of aggregate trade. The oil-exporting-nations of the Middle East buy less
from Europe than they sell to it: much of their trade surplus, however, returns
to Europe directly or indirectly via trade with non-European countries or dirvect
transfer to European accounts.

This is not to say that Huropean nations are not interested in developing their
trade with the countries of the Middle East, just as they are interested in expand-
ing trade in other parts of the world. Trade considerations, therefore, do in-
fluence policy, especially insofar as diplomacy can create a favorable reception
for European products and business. The ma jor European nations are very candid
about this; and the French, for example, have pointed to a number of success-
ful transactions, beginning in 1967, as evidence of the success of their foreign
policy vis-a-vis the Arab States,

ECONOMIQ HAVES AND HAVE-NOTS

As for foreign aid to the area, one has to distinguish between the haves and
have-nots. The haves are those countries that export oil. They have, as noted
above, a surplus on commodity account and can buy such material and technical
assistance as they need. They receive little by way of gifts from Europe, but the
European countries do via to serve them, insofar as such services can be trans-
lated into favorable diplomatic relations and profitable contracts for the industry
of the country concerned.

To be sure, the more populous oil-producing countries—Iraq, Iran, and Al-
geria—have problems and needs that exceed what they can solve with oil royal-
ties. All three have received foreign assistance, but only the last is particularly
linked to Western Europe. Algeria has continued to maintain elose economic ties
with France since independence, and in spite of recent differences, this com-
mon-law marriage continues. On the other hand, the French commitment of re-
sources to Algeria, much of which has taken the form of human technical assist-
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ance (teaching personnel especially), has diminished considerably over the years.
This reflects partly the growing reliance of Algeria on East Bloc countries for
aid, partly a waning of French enthusiasm, and a certain amount of disenchant-
ment. France continues to be the country that expends the highest proportion
of its income in foreign aid, in the entire world ; and most of its assistance goes,
as before, to Africa; but more and more of it, to the countries south of the
Sahara.

The have-not countries of the Middle East—that is, those which do not have
oil to export—can all use assistance. The ones that need it the most, however,
Bgypt and Syria, look for help to the Communist countries rather than to Western
Jurope. This pattern is not likely to change in the near future, and European
countries would deem the provision of assistance to them a poor political and
business risk. They are already heavily indebted to the Soviet bloc and have
mortgaged their future for years to come.

Israel is a special case. It is richer, in terms of income per head, than the
other Middle Eastern countries, with the exception of small states like Kuwait,
with enormous oil royalties to be distributed among a small population. Even
so, Israel's large outlays for armaments, its ambitious development projects,
and its heavy social commitments have made it dependent on outside assistance
to a significant degree, either in the form of loans or gifts. Almost none of this
comes now from Europe. German reparations, once very important to Israeli
survival, have long since tapered of and would constitute in any case a much
smaller fraction of income than they did in the 1950's. French assistance, once
particularly active in the military sphere, has dwindled almost fo nothing since
the June war. If anything, the French contribution is negative: The French
Government is holding under embargo airplanes for which the Israelis have al-
ready paid hard eash. Great Britain. in spite of its old political tie to the area,
has never provided significant assistance to Israel ; its main efforts were directed
originally to sustaining the state of Jordan, but Britain has since more or less
relinquished this role to the United States.

EUROPEAN VIEWPOINT

So far T have been looking at the problem from the point of view of the Middle
Eastern countries. From the European side, there is no question that Middle
East policies are primarily a function of politics rather than business, The twao
countries most interested in the area, by history and vocation, are Great Britain
and France. The former long had a major stake in the area by virtue of its link
to India. The second was motivated by national ambition and pretensions that
went back, in some instances, to the erusades. The interwar mandates reflected
this interest ; in effect, Britain and France shared the Middle East between them,
The War and the Arab independence movement changed all that, while the in-
trusion of the United States and Russia into the region inevitably conduced to
a subordination of the former primary powers., Even so, neither France nor
Britain has ever given up the hope of playing an active role in the politics of
the Middle East, Bach recognizes, of course, that this role eannot be what it was,
and if anvthing, each now puts itself forward in the name of its weakness rather
than of its strength: that is, as a better potential friend for the countries of
the region than either of the superpowers ever can be, precisely because they
are SUpPerpowers.

Inevitably, both French and British have become involved in the primary
political issue of the region, the Arab-Israeli conflict. Through the years, each
has had a fluetuating relationship with Israel, though the British have been on
the whole more consistent. The British were opposed to partition in 1947, to the
establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, and to most Israeli policy since. The
only real exception to this record is the interlude of the Sinai eampaign, when
3ritain was drawn by France into an alliance with Israel that wonld have ag one
ohiective the recapture of the Suez Canal from Egypt. Since that fiaseo, the
iritish have returned to their traditional poliey of courting influence with the
Arabs whenever possible. To be sure, the stakes are far less important. India is
eone, and the ronte to India is no longer the sacred cow of British imperialism.
Still. the British have old, established ties in the area, particularly with the
Trneial sheikhdoms of the Persian (Arabian) Gulf; and the British foreign
service is still staffed by men who made their careers in the region and brought
home with them a strong affection for the Arabs and an identification with Arab
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interests. (It goes without saying that this is precisely the pattern that tends to
develop in any diplomatie relationship : The Ambassador is less the representa-
tive of the country that sends him than a spokesman and intermediary to his own
people for the country to which he is aceredited.)

FRANCE

The French record has been very different. Partly because of France's own
conflict with the rebels in Algeria, who were receiving assistance at the time from
other Arab countries, France linked herself to Israel in the mid-1950's and con-
tinued to support Israel, materially and diplomatieally, right into the middle of
the next decade. This connection, which found expression in strong personal ties
and sundry statements of loyalty and affection, was, however, like all other such
connections, fundamentally a funection of national interest. Once the Algerian
question was settled, France buried her grievances against the Arabs and sought
to renew connections that had lain fallow over the preceding decade. While assist-
ance to Isrnel continued, efforts were made to balance this by support to Arab
countries. The showdown ecame in 1967, when France made it clear that it
would throw its support to Egypt in the erisis over the closing of the Strait of
Tiran. 'The Israelis, who ordinarily think of themselves as hardheaded, were
shocked. They were to be even more disappointed in the years that followed, as
France shifted her friendship completely to the side of the Arabs, undertook an
overtly one-sided policy of military assistance, and embargoed further shipments
of arms to Israel. To be sure, this change of posture was disgunised for a while
under a rhetoric of evenhandedness, The French, for example, insisted at first
fhat they would send arms to neither side; then distinguished between those
Arab countries in the field of conflict, and those, like Libya, that lay outside,
Given the connections among the Arab States, however, this deception fooled no
one, If anything, it has been a source of embarrassment fo the French Govern-
ment, which has been eriticized on this score by French opinion, as well as re-
proached by old Israeli friends. The answer, as given by Foreign Minister Schu-
mann recently, is that France looks forward to renewed friendship with Tsrael,
though only on certain conditions, among them a commitment by Israel not to
challenge French discrimination along these lines. In short, we will be your
friend if you don’t complain about how we treat you.

French policy is also influenced by Enropean diplomatic interests, For some
fime now, France has sought to depolarize the rivalry between the Soviet
Union and the United States, and to gain for itself once again a position of
influence in the international arena. Hence the frequent references and sum-
monses to four-power conferences concerning the Middle East, going back to
the crisis preceding the June war. As part of this campaign, the French have
been concerned to make their initiative acceptable to the Soviet Union by as-
suming a roughly parallel position; at the same time, they have tended to
play down whenever possible, the significance of Soviet intervention in the re-
gion. Here, as in other areas, the flirtation has been made possible by French
confidence of continued American concern.

GERMANY

Germany is a special case. One has to go back to pre-World War T days to
find a historical basis for a German interest in this area ; though there was some
revival of this in World War II. At present, Germany’s position is dictated partly
by a concern for the reaction of the two superpowers and the implieations of
such reaction for the German position in Burope. (It is much less affected by
intra-European pressure; I say this in spite of German adherence to the recent
declaration of the Six regarding a Middle Bast settlement.) In this respeect,
then, the German involvement is at once more removed than that of either
Britain or France and is much less dictated by a history of previous commit-
ments. As a result, economie considerations are probably more important deter-
minants for Germany than they are for the other two.

Germany presently has no formal diplomatic relations with several major
Arab States. She has been moving, however, to restore these—if only hecause no
major power is comfortable with that kind of hole in its network of diplomatie
connections. The Arabs in turn would like to compel Germany, as the price of
resumption, to adhere to their interpretation of U.N. Resolution 242 and line up
in effect with France, Britain, and the Soviet Union.
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EUROPEAN TRADE TO THE MIDDLE EAST IN 1870

[Monthly average in millions of dollars]

United
France Germany Kingdom

Imports from—
Middle Easts____. .. __ ... . 63.96
Algeria. . s
Tunisia. .. o
BT T A
Egypt._.
1 TEE
Israel. .

Total_

Exports to
Middle Eastt. __ ..
Algeria_ . .
Tunisia. S .
£ TN e ] | S~ e I . : .
Egypt.. x = w2 1[11.
Iran._ Pl - Lol : i e . 26.
Israel. __ R e L T s 6.61 14.

I TR Pt T 1,494.97  2,849.05 1,612.55

| Lebanon, Israel, lraq, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Iran, and lesser states, Note inclusion of Iran and Israel.

Source: OECD, Statistics of Foreign Trade: Overall Trade by Countries, uly 1971,

Mr. Rosextmarn. The subcommittee stands adjourned until 10
o’clock tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the joint subcommittee recessed, to re-
convene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, November 3, 1971.)







SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE
WESTERN RESPONSE

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 1971

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
STBCOMMITTEES 0N ISUROPE AND
THE NEAR East,
Washington, D.C.

The joint supcommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton (chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Near East) presiding.

My, Hasmreron. This joint meeting of the Europe and Near East
Subcommittees will come to order.

Today’s hearing will conclude this initial series of joint hearings on
Soviet 111\n]\('mtnf in the Middle East and the Western response.
A fter an examination of the importance of Middle East oil to Western
Europe, we would like to discuss the U.S. policy options in the Middle
East and the role that we think Europe should play.

We are very fortunate to have with us today Mr. John Lichtblau of
the Petroleum Industry Research Foundation in New York, who will
first examine the oil picture. He will be followed by Mr. John Camp-
bell, of the Council on Foreign Relations, and Mr. Eugene Rustow, pro-
fessorat Yale University Law School.

Mr. Lichtblau, you may proceed as you wish to read the statement,
or summarize as you choose.

STATEMENT OF JOHN LICHTBLAU, OIL EXPERT, PETROLEUM
INDUSTRY RESEARCH FOUNDATION

(The biography of Mr. Lichtblau appears on p. 187.)
Mr. Licarerav. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In the interests of time, T will summarize my statement. However, I
would like to submit the entire statement for the record, if T may.
Mr. Haxruron. Yes, each of the three statements will be printed in
full in the record.
MIDDLE EAST OIL

Mr. Licarerav. Any analysis of the role of the Middle East in world
affairs must start with the recognition that three-fourths of the non-
Communist world’s known oil reserves are located there. While this is,
of course, generally known, the political and economic consequences
which follow from it are often ignored or overlooked. There is a tend-
ency to treat the area’s oil wealth as an interesting natural phenome-
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non that bears mentioning but is not basic to the political. geographie,
and national complexities which make up the Middle East problem. It
is probably true that the problem would exist even if there were no oil
in the area. But the rest of the world would be far less concerned. The
Middle East is not highly populated and the vast majority of its peo-
ple live on a subsistence level, it does not represent a major market for
exports from industrial countries, and outside of oil it has virtually
no exports that are essential to other countries.

Hence, the Middle East’s economic importance—and, consequently,
much of its political and strategic importance—derives primarily
from the single factor of its immense and growing oil wealth.

IMPACT OF OIL

The historic growth of this wealth in terms of direct government
income from oil operations over the last 10 years is shown in table I in
my prepared statement.

An indicator of the impact of this wealth on the economy of the oil-
exporting countries is seen in their per capita national income. For all
of the Middle East oil-exporting countries, except Algeria, the col-
lective income per capita amounted to about $370 in 1969. This year,
following the sharp increase in oil revenues, the figure is likely to ex-
ceed $400. By comparison, per capita income is $90 in India, $130 in
Pakistan and $232 in Turkey, one of the more advanced nonindustrial
countries.

OIL IMPORTS DOMINATE WESTERN EUROPE'S ENERGY SECTOR

The converse of the Middle East’s oil surplus is the immense need
for this commodity throughout the Eastern Hemisphere. In Western
Europe oil accounted in 1970 for 61 percent of total energy require-
ments from all sources and 80 percent. of it came from the Persian
Gulf and North Africa. Thus, Western Europe’s energy dependence
last year on the Middle East was nearly 50 percent of total reauire-
ments. And in some countries, such as Italy, Switzerland, and the
Scandinavian countries, Middle East oil already supplies two-thirds
or more of all energy requirements.

This dependency has, of course, existed for quite some time. Europe
was first made dramatically aware of it during the Suez Canal crisis
of 1957 when an oil shortage was averted only by the combination of
U.S. emergency oil exports and a mild winter, At that time there was
much public and private concern over Europe’s dependence on Middle
East oil and the potential threat this represented to the Clontinent’s
economic and strategic security. Tt was held that alternate enerey
sources had to be developed in Europe and new oil sources had to be
fonnd outside the Persian Gulf area.

To some extent this was actually done in the 1960’s but it was Ia raely
overshadowed by Europe’s massive shift from domestic coal to oil from
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia. and later Libya. In 1960, coal snpplied still
nearly 65 percent of Western Europe’s energy needs. By 1970 the
share had declined to 30 percent.
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OIL CHANGES SINCE SUEZ WAR

If we now look at the diversification of oversea oil supplies since the
first Suez crisis, geographically a great deal has been accomplished.
At that time 66 percent of Western Europe’s oil supplies came from
the Persian Gulf. By 1970 that region’s share had dropped to 46 per-
cent. The difference was made up primarily by ,\'m*tlll Africa whose
oil production rose from virtually nothing before 1959 to 4.4 million
barrels daily in 1970, equal to about one-third of total Persian Gulf
production last year.

Logistically, the shift to west of Suez has been of tremendous sig-
nificance, for it has substantially reduced the importance of the Suez
Canal as a route for oil shipments to Europe. If Libyan and Algerian
production had not been developed and the entire growth in European
oil demand since 1957 would have some from the Persian Gulf, the
closure of the Suez Canal in June 1967 would have had catastropic con-
sequences on European oil supplies, as would the shutdown of the
Trans-Arabian pipeline during 1970. Because of the availability of sub-
stantial oil supplies from north Africa plus the more recent develop-
ment of Nigerian oil exports and the growing number of mammoth
tankers, current spot freight rates for tankers are no higher than they
were in the comparable period of the year preceding the closure of
the canal.

SUEZ {'A\N‘\L,S FUTURE ROLE

Parenthetically, T would like to say that none of these developments
have rendered the Suez Canal obsolete or insignificant. At the begin-
ning of this year more than 75 percent of the world tanker fleet was
of a size that could have transited the canal full or in ballast. Thus,
while the shift of oil production to west of Suez has made the Suez
Canal nonessential for oil importing nations, its reopening would
certainly lower freight rates from whatever the prevailing level.

But other than deemphasizing the importance of the Persian Gulf’s
supply routes, the diversification of oil exports due to the North Afri-
can discoveries cannot be said to have improved Europe’s security of
oil supplies economically or politically.

LIBYAN OIL

Economically, the large volumes of Libyan oil coming on the mar-
ket after 1962 did have an impact on world crude oil prices from 1964
through 1969. However, in 1970 and 1971 the Libyan Government be-
came the initiator and leader in the worldwide round of raising posted
crude oil prices and tax rates.

Libya provided, in fact, a protective umbrella for the other major
oil exporting countries to raise prices and taxes. The move was fully
coordinated through the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries (OPEC) whose membership includes all principal oil export-
ing nations. OPE(’s earlier successes in raising unit oil revenues for
its members through bargaining with the international oil companies
had gained it the loyalty and respect of all major oil exporting coun-
tries. Thus, concerted action through OPEC on matters of prices and
revenues has introduced considerable rigidity into the world oil trade.
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Politically, too, the diversification of oil production to North Af-
rica did not bring about an improvement in the security of supplies (as
opposed to the political security of transit which was, of course. im-
proved). Both Libya and Algeria are members of the Arab League.
Both are actively involved in the major struggles in the Middle East.
and during the Arab-Israeli war of 1967 both restricted oil and as
exports for a time, totally or selectively. for political reasons.

By contrast, Nigeria represents a true political diversification of
European oil import sources. But Nigeria’s current production of 1.5
million barrels daily is only one-third that of north Africa.

1980 PROJECTIONS

Looking at the period between now and 1980. there can be no doubt
that not only the volume but also the share of oil in Western Euro-
pean energy consumption will increase substantially.

We have assumed that total European energy demand will rise at
an annual rate of 4.5 percent over the next 10 years. This is a moderate
rate which might be exceeded by as much as half a percentage point.
By comparison, the growth rate of the previous decade was 5.5 per-
cent. The expected decline reflects the current slowdown in European
economic activity, the underlying long-term decline in the ratio of
energy to GNP which characterizes mature industrial economies, and
the fact that energy demand is not totally price-inelastic so that the
inereases in energy costs will have some retarding effect on demand
growth.

0il will continue to erow faster than total energy. Coal, on the
other hand, which is still the second largest European enerey source,
will register a substantial further decline in domestic production as
more mines are being shut, '

NATURAL GAS

Natural gas supplies will grow considerably more rapidly than
total energy supplies but not nearly enough to close the gap created
by the orowth in total energy demand and the declining coal sup-
plies. The bulk of the new gas will come from the North Sea but
more than one-eighth of West Europe’s gas demand in 1980 may be
provided by imports from the Soviet Union and North A frica. Nuclear
power will be of significance in the U.K. where it may provide some
6 percent of total energy demand. But for continental Europe the
atomic power age will not begin in earnest until the next decade.

So o0il will carry the burden of the growth in European energy
demand for the 1970%. Oil’s growth will be slower than in the 1960,
reflecting both the decline in the growth of total energy demand and
the expected growing inroads of natural gas, but overall, we see oil
demand rising at an annual rate of 6.0-6.5 percent throngh 1980,
compared to a growth rate of 13.7 percent in the first half and 10
percent in the second half of the 1960’s.

OIL IN WEST EUROPE

In my prepared statement is a summary of the projected chances
in FEuropean energy consumption between 1970 and 1980. For our
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purpose we have selected an annual growth rate of 6.25 percent for oil
demand and, as pointed out, 4.5 percent for total energy demand.

As the above table shows, oil will dominate the European energy
demand pattern still more by 1980 than it does today. The question,
then, is where will this oil come from. Obviously, the Middle East
will continue to be the principal supply source.

(The table referred to appears on p. 170.)

When I say “Middle East,” T mean both the Persian Gulf and
north Africa.

But while the volume of Europe’s oil supplies from that area will
substantially increase, there are indications that the Middle East’s
share, which amounted to 80 percent of total European oil supplies
last year, may moderately decline in the 1970%.

NORTII SEA AND WEST AFRICA

The principal reason for this are the North Sea and West Africa.
North Sea production has not yet started and information on reserve
ficures is still very scanty. However, the area has been compared by
some experts with Alaska’s North Slope. If this is approximately cor-
rect, we can assume an ultimate production of perhaps 3 million bar-
rels daily, which is what the North Slope will have. We assume this
production will probably be reached by 1980 in the North Sea.

The impact of the new production will fall primarily on the coun-
tries adjacent. to the discoveries. Thus, for England, dependence on
Middle East oil might be reduced much more than for Europe as a
whole.

The other major new area, West Africa. currently produces about
1.8 million barrels daily, of which 1.5 million barrels daily are from
Nigeria, the newest giant in world oil. By 1980 the area might well be
able to export in excess of 3 million barrels daily. Some of this oil will
2o to other African nations and some to North American and Carib-
bean refineries. But it is not unreasonable to assume that about 2
million barrels daily of West African crude oil will go to Western
Europe by 1980. By contrast—oil shipments from the Western Hemi-
sphere to Europe will have more or less ceased by 1980 since the West-
ern Hemisphere will be a major net importing area by then.

The table in my prepared statement below sums up these various
possibilities into our best guess of Western European oil supply sources
by 1980.

CONCLUSIONS ON BASIS OF 1080 PROJECTIONS

The 1980 figures are, of course, nothing more than rough indications
of magnitudes and shares. However, the principal conclusion, namely,
that the Middle East’s share in European oil supplies will decline some-
what between now and 1980, is likely to stand up. From the point of
view of diversification of supply sources, this is obviously a desirable
development. But the improvement is modest. A 70-percent dependence
on a politically, economically, and nationally interlocked foreign sup-
ply area must still be considered critical if the supply area is insecure.

An interesting development, not shown in the table, is expected to
oceur within the two subregions of Middle East oil supplies. In con-
trast to the 1960’s when more of the increases in European oil require-
ments came from North Africa than from the Middle East, the 1970’s
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will see a return to the Persian Gulf for the bulk of the increase in
European oil import requirements. The reason is that the total reserves
in North Africa appear insufficient to permit & major further growth
in production from the 5 million barrels daily level attained last year.
Consequently, European reliance on the Persian Gulf will grow sub-
stantially from the 46-percent level attained last year. This return to
the heartland of the Middle East is likely to have significant political
implications for the 1970’.

FACING RISK OF DEPENDENCE

What, if anything, can Western Europe do to limit the risk of this
dependency on the Middle East for its principal energy source ? In the
short run, the only corrective is increased storage. Currently the only
official guideline for security stocks exists in the six Common Market
nations where there is a directive for a 55-day security stock level
based on the previous year’s consumption. The Common Market Com-
mission is now recommending an increase to 90 days by 1975. The
OECD has also recently recommended a stock level of 90 days but
has not set a time limit when this is to be reached.

The existing 65-day figure and the nonurgent approach to the 90-
day figure indicate a relatively low concern with the threat of a sus-
tained massive supply interruption. It is interesting to contrast this
with the attitude of the U.S. Government which for the past 13 years
has been extremely concerned with the potential threat of relying on
overseas supplies, though even today only about 20 percent of our oil
needs come from overseas. In general, the reason for the difference

between the U.S. and Euroyean attitudes may be that we have an

option between foreign and domestic oil, while the Europeans do not,
urthongh our option is declining.

Another factor which continues to influence Europe’s approach to
security stocks may be a carryover from the time the United States
had ample spare producing capacity which could be, and was, used
as an international emergency stock when required.

However, our spare ]')mt'lncing capacity has greatly declined in the
last few years. Presently it is probably below 1 million barrels daily
on a sustained basis (6 to 12 months), compared to about 2.4 million
barrels daily just prior to the Suez Canal shutdown in mid-1967.
Within 2 years the United States will have no spare producing eapac-
ity left.

It would therefore seem to make good sense for Western Europe
to build its emergency stocks up speedily and substantially from the
prevailing 60-65 day level. The Tikelilmod of minor and medium-sized
supply interruptions in the future is certainly high enough to warrant
such a step.

OTHER EUROPEAN OPTIONS

For the longer pull Europe may want to speed up the construction
of atomic powerplants. In this regard the Continent is way behind
the United States and the United Kingdom. By 1980 atomie power
in these two countries will account for 9 and 6 percent respectively of
total primary energy demand, against less than 2 percent on the
Continent.




133

No security stocks or other measures would be effective against a
sustained total oil export boycott by all or even a majority of the five
largest Middle East producing countries. Such a massive boycott has
only happened once, for 5 days in June 1967, and that was spontaneous
rather than coordinated. But the possibility of a concerted all-Arab
oil boycott was on the agenda of the Khartoum Conference of Arab
leaders in the fall of 1967.

OPEC’S ROLE

The threat of an OPEC oil export embargo could also arise for
economic reasons. Intimations of this were heard at the Teheran Con-
ference last February. In theory, OPEC, acting in concert could uni-
laterally set any given price level for their oil, then permit no exports
below that level.

In practice the OPEC nations—at least those at the Persian Gulf—
have generally not completely ignored the realities of the market in
their negotiations with oil companies. However, the real possibility
that at some future point the Middle East’s oil policy may be based on
less rational eriteria, economically or politically, makes for the inher-
ent instability of Europe’s oil supplies.

It is sometimes argued that since oil revenues are at least as im-
portant to the economies of most exporting countries as the oil itself
is to the economies of most importing countries, the OPEC members
would be unlikely to engage in a sustained oil export embargo. It is,
of course, true that in all OPEC countries, except possibly Algeria,
oil and related activities provide the principal source of foreign ex-
change and government revenue. For these and other reasons the oil
exporting countries would certainly not hold all the trump cards in a
real showdown with their eustomers, particularly if the latter had suf-
ficient stocks to assure them a bargaining position for some time. But
who would give in first in such a confrontation and at what price is
by no means certain.

But much more likely than a full-scale confrontation between oil
exporting and importing countries is the chance of mounting economic
pressure on the latter in the form of periodic administered price in-
creases, with each increment not quite steep enongh for the importing
countries to risk a confrontation.

We have seen dramatic evidence of such developments in the last 12
months. Government revenue on Kuwait erude rose in a series of steps
by 63 percent between November 1970 and June 1971. Similarly, Gov-
ernment revenue on Libyan crude oil (40° API gravity) rose from
$1.10 to $1.99 per barrel between August 1970 and October 1971, an 81-
percent increase. The movements were the result of a series of tax and
price rises decided by the OPEC members and more or less imposed
on the oil companies. As a result, Government revenue now represents
some 7H-80 percent of the open market value of Middle East crude oil,
with production costs and profits accounting for the balance. Thus,
producing Government revenue is now by far the principal determi-
nant of world oil prices.

In the absence of any further increases in Government revenues per
barrel between now and the end of 1975, Western Europe will have to
pay an extra $3.5 billion annually through 1975 to meet the cost of
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the increases in the Government take of OPEC members. There is,
of course, no question as to the inherent right of a sovereign country
to raise revenues in any way it sees fit. But there was certainly no
underlying economic justification, that is, change in the supply-and-
demand relationship, that would justify a cost increase even remotelv
approaching the one imposed.

OPEC'S FUTURE DEMANDS

Yet, there are indications that OPEC is about to ask for more.
The organization has recently resolved to seek direct participation for
its members in the private foreign oil enterprises operating within
their territories. A 20-percent participation target has been unoflicially
reported, although a higher figure has been quoted for Libya. There
is nothing new in the idea of government participation in private busi-
ness: in principle, it should not be objectionable to the oil companies.
But, according to unofficial reports, at least some OPEC members do
not expect to buy into the companies’ equity by contributing capital
but by selling the share of oil production allotted them under a partici-
pation agreement back to the companies at a price above tax-paid
cost. The companies, in turn, would try to pass this cost on in the form
of higher prices.

This, then, is the more likely threat to Western Europe of the OPEC
Government cartel operations: a steady unrelenting increase in the
cost of imported oil with the implicit possibility that a refusal to pay
up could result in a stoppage of the flow.

There are still other consequences resulting from the inerease in the
Government take of OPEC members. Even if there is no participa-
tion or other further increase in government take, the Persian Gulf
countries will receive a total of $11.1 billion in oil revenues in the year
1975, and Libya and Algeria together will receive close to $4 billion,
giving the Middle East a total of nearly $15 billion in oil revenues
in 1975,

Some countries, such as Iran and Algeria, are large enough to ab-
sorb most of this cash inflow by converting it into imports for devel-
opment purposes. Their revenues will therefore return largely to the
industrial nations of the West. Most Middle East OPEC members,
however, will not be able to absorb amounts of this magnitude within
their relatively small and limited economies. These countries will
therefore either accumulate large capital funds abroad or they will
become major lenders (or givers) for whatever purposes they deem
desirable. Again, such a development might have significant political
consequences in the future.

The net investment in fixed assets in private foreign oil enterprises
in the Middle East amounted to nearly $5 billion at the end of 1969.
What is the outlook for this investment? One thing is certain, the
role of private oil companies in the Middle East will change signifi-
cantly in the next 10 years. Tn Tran, for instance, the 25-year agree-
ment with the International Oil Consortium lapses in 1979 and the
Shah has already indicated that he does not expect a continuation of
the existing arrangement. In Algeria the state oil company has already
a controlling share of 51 percent in all oil enterprises.
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The change for the oil companies may range from outright nationali-
zation to partnerships or subcontractor relations with state companies.
The private oil companies will probably accept any role which permits
them to operate efficiently and earn an acceptable rate of return. If
this is no longer possible they will still be very much in the picture,
since they own or control most of the tankers, refineries and distribu-
tion networks through which the crude oil is transported, converted
and moved to its ultimate consumers.

However, it is not a matter of indifference to Western Europe, or
to the United States, whether Middle East oil will be produced by
private Western companies or by local state companies. The latter are
by nature political instruments of the Government by whose authority
they function. Private companies, on the other hand, are essentially
a political, commereially oriented institutions. The difference is some-
times obscured by the fact that private foreign companies can be made
by law or government order to do what state companies would do
voluntarily by virtue of political allegiance.

Nevertheless, the fact that the actual production and exportation of
Middle East oil has always been carried on by purely commercial in-
stitutions whose best interests are never served by supply interruptions
or export embargoes has had a restraining influence on the use of
oil for political purposes. If the role of these institutions should be
taken over by local state agencies, it would probably lead to the further
politization of Middle East oil.

SOVIET INTEREST IN MIDDLE EAST OIL

Now I would like to turn to the question of Soviet interests in Mid-
dle East oil. My remarks will be much briefer than on the subject of
Western Europe’s interest in this oil because there is less to say, since
I will try to limit my comments largely to the area of economics,

Russia’s interest in the Middle East exists quite independent of the
area’s oil wealth and had its historic origin Wtr]]] before oil was a factor
in that region. However, it is one of the Incky accidents of nature that
the Soviet Union, as the world’s second largest oil and gas producer, is
more than self-sufficient in both these fuels, so that access to foreign
oil is not a factor in her energy policy considerations.

If the Soviet Union were a substantial net oil importer, her policy
towards the Middle East would probably be quite different. An indi-
cation of this was seen in the aftermath of World War IT when Soviet
domestic oil supplies appeared inadequate. The Soviet Union then
refused to withdraw its wartime forces from northern Iran until it
had received an oil concession in that area from the Iranian Govern-
ment (which the Iranian Parliament later refused to ratify).

To be sure. Russia’s oil self-sufficiency does not mean that she is dis-
interested in Middle East oil. The Soviet Union knows as well as every-
one else that the Middle East is the power storehouse for Western
Furope and Japan and will supply substantial volumes of oil to the
United States before the end of the current decade. Political control
over the area entails therefore far more than just control over the
Middle East itself. If the Soviet Union were to establish effective po-
litical influence in the majority of Middle East oil countries, this
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would have a profound impact on the long-term, overall foreign policy
considerations of both Western Europe and Japan. There is no doubt
that this plays an important part in the Soviet Union’s Middle East
policy. Furthermore, while the U.S.S.R. itself has no need for Middle
East oil, most of her East European satellites are beginning to do so.
This gives the Soviet Union a somewhat more direct interest in the
area’s oil produetion than was previously the case.

EASTERN EUROPE'S INTEREST

For the Middle East, the 1.S.S.R. is a minor competitor, since some
Soviet oil is shipped to the West. On the other hand, Communist East-
ern Europe represents a small but growing export market for the
Middle East. More important to the Middle East may be the Soviet
Union’s technical expertise in all phases of oil production and refining.
Some countries seeking to develop oil production without relying on
Western companies have made use of this expertise. Thus, the impact
of any future withdrawal of Western oil technicians from the Middle
East would probably be greatly mitigated by the availability of
Soviet or Soviet-trained personnel.

How important a market potential for Middle East oil does Eastern
Europe provide? In 1970 the Soviet bloc countries. excluding the
U.S.S.R., consumed about 1.2 million barrels daily, equal to less than
10 percent of Western European demand. Loeal produection supplied
over 31 percent of this demand, imports from the U.S.S.R. shehtly
more than 67 percent, and imports from the West less than 2 percent.
Thus, at the moment Eastern Europe is hardly a significant outlet for
Middle East or north African oil.

However, this situation is rapidly changing. The 17.S.S.R. has now
withdrawn its objections to oil imports from the West because it does
not expect to be able to meet all of the bloc’s steadily growing import
requirements, since Russian domestic demand is growing even more
rapidly. It is expected that the U.S.S.R. will continue to be the princi-
pal supplier of the East bloc countries but the share of non-Communist
oil imports will undoubtedly rise sharply.

According to private estimates, the East bloe count ries might import
400,000-450,000 barrels daily from Western sources by 1975 and as
much as 1 million barrels daily by 1980. Even that last figure would
still be a very modest volume, compared to West European needs or
Middle East availabilities. We may therefore conclude that the East
bloc will not be a major outlet for Middle East oil even 10 vears from
now.

On the other hand, the import volumes required would appear to be
large enough to justify a more direct involvement of the Soviet Union
m Middle East or North African oil. The Soviet bloe market might be
especially interesting for Middle East and North African state com-
panies which initially might prefer to make barter or other govern-
ment-to-government deals with Eastern Europe than to plunge into
the highly competitive private industry-controlled Western markets.

For the same reason for which the Soviet Union’s share in East
European oil imports will decline, its share in Western European im-
ports will also fall. Last year the U.S.S.R. exported about 800,000




barrels daily of oil to Western Europe, equal to 6.3 percent of total
West European consumption. These imports will rise very little in the
next 10 years. Given Western Europe’s growing demand prospect, the
Soviet Union’s share in oil imports will show a deeline by 1980.

SOVIET NATURAL GAS EXPORTS

By contrast, Soviet natural gas exports to Western Europe are
beginning to take on some importance. By 1980 they might account
for 10 percent of total Western European natural gas requirements.
While this in itself is not a large share, gas shipments, particularly
by pipeline, tie a consumer much more rigidly to the supplier than oil
shipments. Hence, a continentwide average dependency ratio is less
meaningful for gas than for oil.

Altogether, then, it would seem that the Soviet Union has a tre-
mendous political interest in Middle East oil because of the overriding
role of this oil in supplying the Western world, and a small but grow-
ing economic interest because of the future oil import requirements of
the European Satellite countries. The combination suggests that the
Soviet Union’s involvement in Middle East oil—politically and eco-
nomically—is likely to grow.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

(The full text of Mr. Lichtblau’s statement appears on p. 167.)

Mr. Hasirron. Thank you, Mr. Lichtblau.

Dr. Campbell, you may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. CAMPBELL, SENIOR RESEARCH FELLOW
AND MIDDLE EAST SPECIALIST, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS, NEW YORK CITY

(The biography of Mr. Campbell appears on p. 184.)

Mr. Campeerr. Mr. Chairman, having in mind the time limit, I will
stick closely to the text of this statement but may depart from it or
condense it.

I am going to attack your problem, which is the Soviet role in the
Middle East and the Western response to it, in the following order,
first to look at American and Western interests in that region, then
consider how they relate to Soviet policies, and finally look at what
needs to be done.

U.S. INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The United States, it seems to me, has two principal interests which
can be called vital. The first is that the conflicts and rivalries there,
whether on the local or great-power level or both at once, must be kept
irom developing into a major war. The second is that the region be
free of the domination of any outside power; if it fell under Soviet
control that would represent a perilous shift in the world balance
against the United States and the West. Those vital interests are
simply stated. The policies needed to sustain them, by contrast, are
enormously complex, for they require changing combinations of mili-
tary posture and diplomacy, of toughness and conciliation, of harmon-
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izing approaches to the Arab-Israel conflict—which is difficult enough
in itself—with the wider questions of security and global balance.

We have other important interests in the Middle East. Some come
under the broad rubric of access: freedom of trade, transit, communi-
cation, and the transport of oil; the ability to communicate with gov-
ernments and peoples. We have economic interests, including oil in-
vestments which add about $1.5 billion per year on the plus side of the
U.S. balance of payments. We have defense commitments in that area :
to NATO partners (to Italy, Greece, and Turkey) under the North
Atlantic Treaty; a more vague obligation to Iran under a security
agreement concluded in 1959, which is not a treaty but an executive
agreement ; an even vaguer one to Saudi Arabia; what might be called
a moral commitment to the defense of Israel generally assumed on
both sides but nowhere defined in writing; and this obligation has to
be taken together with many statements of the executive branch that
the United States stands for the independence and integrity of all the
states in the area of the Arab-Israel conflict. Whether all those com-
mitments correspond to interests—to refer to a concept put forward
by President Nixon—is a subject on which the administration has
made no pronouncements for this area.

WEST EUROPE'S INTEREST IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Now let us look for a moment at the interests of the nations of
Western Europe, as they see them. Their concern with a voiding a big
war or Soviet control of the Mediterranean and Middle East parallels
our own, but they are less worried about the danger of either of those
possibilities and they do not believe that their own military efforts, at
this stage, anyway, can affect them much one way or the other. On the
Arab-Israel conflict, all Western European nations would like to see a
settlement, but they have not agreed on how they can help to bring it
about ; again, they regard the real responsibility ‘as falling on the par-
ties to the dispute, the Avab states and Israel, and on the two big pow-
ers who are supporting them against each other.

As for the oil of the Middle East and north Africa, Western Europe,
as Mr. Lichtblau has just explained with figures, is utterly dependent
on access to it, now and for the next 10 years. How to proteet it is, as
they see it, a matter of economie policy and diplomacy, not for mili-
tary commitments and the disposition of forces.

SOVIET POLICY

Now let me look for a moment at Soviet policy. The general line of
Soviet policy toward the West in the last few years has been away
from tension and cold war toward detente and limited agreements. This
is evident in Europe, to some extent elsewhere, and in bilateral rela-
tions with the United States as exemplified by the st rategic arms limi-
tation talks now in process.

The dispute with China is one reason for it; domestic concerns pro-
vide others. But the spirit of detente has been slow to touch Soviet
policy in the Middle Kast, where a combination of military buildup
and support of the Arab side in the conflict with Israel has appeared
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as a challenge to American interests, positions, and commitments such
as I have just described: the need to avoid war; the interest in pre-
venting domination of the region by any power; NATO’s commitments
to its members in that area and to security in the Mediterranean ; and,
not least, the American concern for Israel’s independent existence and
for normal relations with the Arab world.

SOVIET GOALS

What are the Soviet leaders trying to do and what are the pros-
pects ! They are not looking at the Middle East alone. Their military
buildup in nonnuclear forces, which has run parallel to their heavy
program in strategic weapons, has marched steadily ahead since about
1962, the year of the crisis over Cuba. The motive has been to bring the
Soviet Union out of the status of a continental power and match the
United States in the exercise of sea and air power on a global basis.

Thus they have been aiming at effective equality—almost an obses-
gion with them—and counting on this new military strength to give
them a backing for political action they had hitherto lacked. I do not
think the Soviet political leaders took this course with the idea of
fichting the United States in big or little wars on the five oceans and
seven continents—although their marshals and admirals sometimes
talk that way. But they certainly have not ruled out using force when
and where they see a favorable balance of gain and risk.

And there is no doubt at all that they mean to take every advantage
of the psychological effect of their growing military might at a time
when the United States is obviously contracting its military reach,
reconsidering its commitments, and trying to rearrange its priorities
after the experience in Indochina.

SOVIET EAST MEDITERRANEAN POLICY

The Mediterranean-Middle East region happens to be where these
Soviet efforts have flowered, for geographical and political reasons.
For one thing it is close to home, as they see it. The Russians see the
Mediterranean as an extension of the Black Sea, just as we see it the
other way round. It is a pathway to the oceans which they reach now
through the Strait of Gibraltar and hope again to reach through the
Suez Canal, perhaps a Soviet-controlled one. They now maintain a
permancnt naval force in the Mediterranean, which at times has over
60 ships, and they support it both from home bases and from facilities
in littoral countries like Egypt and Syria, where they also have the
use of airfields to compensate for the lack of attack carriers, which they
don’t have in their naval forces,

[lustrating the point made a short while ago, the main purpose of
these forces is political: to reduce American influence and establish
their own; to block out the Chinese; to give confidence to their friends
and allies: to intimidate our friends and allies; and to bring their
weight to bear on the decisions of governments both in the region and
outside it.

One other point should also be made, however. The history of the
Soviet penetration shows that the political opportunities and gains
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have generally preceded rather than followed the military presence in
local countries. Egypt, for example, which is the keystone of the whole
Soviet position, originally invited the Soviets in for its own political
reasons, to support Egyptian and Arab nationalist aims against the
West and against Israel. After military defeat in 1956 and again in
1967, each time Nasser turned desperately to Moscow to renew his
supply of arms, and Moscow obliged.

In the past few years the Egyptian leadership has so feared Israel’s
power that it has called in Soviet “advisers”—the Soviets were quite
ready to provide them and some estimates were as high as 17.000—
roughly the number of American “advisers” President Kennedy sent to
Vietnam if the comparison has any interest—including combat per-
sonnel manning missile sites and aireraft. '

In stressing the political antecedents of the Soviet military foothold
in Egypt, T do not mean to say that the Soviets are in there just to help
their friends against Israel and would withdraw if Israel met some
Egyptian demands. They might welcome a less dangerous involvement
on the front line, but they are in Egypt for their own reasons and will
not easily be persuaded to leave. The 15-year treaty they signed with
Egypt in May of this year—whatever it turns out to mean in practice—
shows their intention to hold on to this relationship.

Yet it is well to remember one of the basic facts of international re-
lations today, one which the British and French have had to learn in
this region and with which the United States and the Soviet Union
itself have had experience in various parts of the world. It is that the
strong, despite their possession of overwhelming military superiority,
often find it unusable in trying to impose their will on the weak.

Thus, in considering America’s and Western Europe’s policies, we
should not think of Soviet policy as a fixed schedule for conquest or
domination, or as a program made in Moscow which somehow unrolls
by autonomous action without reference to the politics of the area. Sue-
cess depends upon opportunities. They have had opportunities and
have made good use of most of them,

RISKS FOR SOVIET UNION

However, it seems to me, this raises a number of questions, because
this is an area of many small countries, most of them unstable, an area
of sudden changes of regime and even alinements, and it will not be
all one way. The Soviets will experience, I think, the resentment of lo-
cal nationalism, as the West has.

They will run into mounting costs, both on the military side and in
meeting the demands of their clients. They will run afoul of local con-
flicts between rival states and leaders, and between Communists and
Nationalists (as they recently have in Sudan and to some degree in
Egypt itself). The question of Israel has been their “Open Sesame”
to the Arab world, but even this key can lose its magic. These factors of
local difficulty for the Russians, however, can hardly be effective if the
Soviet Union is left all alone in the field, and this is where Western
policy comes in. _

All of which leads to the conclusion that what the Western nations
do in their own relations with the States of the Mediterranean and
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Middle East will have a great deal to do with the question of response
to Soviet policy. Let us look first at the military posture that is re-
quired, and then at the political factors. In both it will be apparent
that the Arab-Israel dispute is close to the heart of the problem.

MILITARY BALANCE: EAST AND WEST

First, military balance: The Soviet naval buildup in the Mediter-
ranean has aroused concern in Washington and in the councils of
NATO. Successive meetings of NATO ministers since 1968 have re-
sulted in repeated calls for vigilance about the Mediterranean, a warn-
ing to the Soviets (after the imnvasion of Czechoslovakia) that NATO
would regard any intervention in the Mediterranean with grave con-
cern, and a number of specific decisions: to improve the effectiveness of
allied naval forces; to set up a new command for coordinated surveil-
lance of Soviet forces; and to earmark vessels of various national naval
forces to provide the nucleus of a NATO force which would come to-
gether for maneuvers, training, and possible combined operations. The
American, British, Italian, Greek, and Turkish navies have taken part
in these measures. The French have not, but nevertheless, they have
given a certain amount of cooperation on the naval and technical side
in the Mediterranean regardless of the official attitude of their
government.

What more is to be done? That depends on the purpose. The first is
to maintain an adequate balance of military power. By that T mean
that the 6th Fleet has to stay where it is and should retain at least
the relative position which it now has and should continuously under-
go modernization; and that NATO members’ forces should also make
their presence count in the military equation. The idea is not to assure
victory in war—the Soviet Mediterranean squadron is in the nature
of a suicide force if it came to that, and a big war would bypass the
Mediterranean anyway.

Somehow a military wrapping up of NATO from the south by the
Russians seems to me to be of an alarmist nature rather than a reality.

The real questions are how to prevent adventurous Soviet moves,
or a “Cuba in reverse,” should they come to believe their own strength
on the spot sufficient to cause us to back down in a crisis. Not that a
military balance is precisely reflected in political decisions. But it is
a necessary part of the background for them. It is an open Russian
boast that we could not now repeat the Lebanon landing of 1958 be-
cause their fleet would be in the way, and we would, therefore, be
deterred from doing so.

Would we be similarly blocked from military action to defend
Israel? Does the presence of the 6th Fleet prevent the Soviets from
exploiting their military position in Egypt? After all, there are some
limitations on that position. They do have a lack of air power, and
they are also dependent on their ability to come through the straits,
which are still controlled by the Turks.

Whatever one’s conclusions on those hypothetical cases may be,
there is little doubt that the presence of each force puts restraints on
the other. That is not such a bad situation insofar as it reduces the
chances of any big-power intervention in local affairs.




The second purpose of military policy is to give confidence to states
associated with the West and substance to our commitments and to
the working of deterrence. It is here that the NATO role is impor-
tant. Ttaly, Greece, and Turkey are members of NATO, not special
wards of the United States, and they are interested in joint defense.
A stronger NATO posture also enables the Turks to move toward
detente with Russia on their own terms and not through weakness.
It also helps, going beyond the NATO area, to show a Western interest
in Yugoslavia, to help prevent a Soviet move there.

ISRAEL AND ITS SECURITY

The other case is the far more difficult one of Israel. Israel. to pro-
tect its own security, has become a factor not only in the local bal-
ance of power but in the big-power balance between the United States
and the U.S.S.R. Thus, because of the deep Soviet involvement in
Egypt, Israel faces what is a combined Egyptian-Soviet force across
the Suez Canal. The United States, in its avowed policy of not per-
mitting the balance to be tipped against Israel, continues to arm Israel
as a counterforee not only to Arab armies but to the advance of Soviet
power in the Middle East.

I know very well, Mr. Chairman, that this is seen as a clear and
logical policy necessary for American security, by many in the Con-
gress and in the country. It seems to me rather to illustrate the dilemma
in which we find ourselves.

Israel’s raids deep into Egypt before the ceasefire of 1970, many
of them with American planes, helped to bring Soviet combat per-

sonnel into Egypt. Now the upward spiral of Soviet aid to Egypt and
United States aid to Israel in ever more powerful and complex weap-
ons—it avails little to argue about who started it—increases the danger
that if the ceasefire does not hold, the United States and the U.S.S.R,
will draw closer to involvement in hostilities against each other, even
though that is a situation they both want to avoid.

WEST EUROPE AND ISRAEL

The other part of the dilemma is that our European allies do not
support the idea that Israel is a bastion of Western strength prevent-
ing the Soviets and their Arab clients from overrunning the Middle
East. They support the aim of bringing about a negotiated settle-
ment between Israel and the Arab States, but are not very sanguine
of our success in pulling it off unless we can get Israel to accept the
principle of withdrawal from oceupied territories.

The French are openly following a policy of their own aimed at
building their own position in the Arab world, and Britain, Germany,
and Italy are definitely uneasy about a situation which seems to
threaten their oil supply. The result is that insofar as they want to
see Soviet power countered, they do not see military support of Tsrael,
while Israel stands at Suez, as the right of way to do it. There is no
possibility of the acceptance of Israel in NATO, certainly not without
an Arab-Israel settlement, and probably not then. ;
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and that the Soviet Union is doing its best to get us to do the job
of putting pressure on Israel and thus winning a political victory
for the most belligerent Arabs and for the U.S.S.R. as well.

I realize, Mr, Chairman, that Israel sees its very existence at stake,

MIDDLE EAST DILEMMAS

President Sadat’s setting of deadlines and threats to start up the
war do not help the situation. But there is no broad Western policy
in the Middle East if the United States and Israel are alone trying to
hold a military position, with the possibility that American military
force in the area would cease to deter and would have to be used, with-
out the support of its allies or approval from the U.N.

The State Department’s desperate efforts to get a negotiated set-
tlement are justified in the light of that possibility. This is our tradi-
tional policy: to try to get a compromise. But how to get it when we
have lost our standing with the Arabs and seem to have no real lev-
erage with Israel is the question.

Finally, as to policies of the United States and the West. What is
indicated on the political and diplomatic side? First, to keep alive the
goal of a settlement on the basis of the U.N. resolution of November
22, 1967, to which all concerned give lipservice, although they don’t
agree on what it means or how to bring it about. It is hard to see the
possible success now of outside attempts to bring the parties to a com-
promise when they are not of a mind to take steps which make com-
promise possible.

The Jarring mission can hardly be revived unless Israel is willing to

vield on the territorial question (subject to final agreement on demili-
tarized zones, guarantees, and so forth, thus putting the Arabs’ pledges
to the test). Possibly the United States can be more persuasive than
it has; possibly, too, Israeli views will change with political change at
home. But, the world may have to continue to live with what it has
had for over 20 years and has now, an unresolved conflict.

NEED FOR TALES WITH BOVIET UNION

That brings us to the second point, the need to resume serious talks
with the Soviet Union on the Middle East. Earlier attempts, we have
had no great success to negotiate with them, and that brought decep-
tion and recriminations, but it is clear that if the Arab-Israel conflict
cannot be settled it has to be controlled. Only the two superpowers
can do that, but they cannot be sure of doing it without some under-
standing of the limits of risk, and without an agreement, probably
tacit, to give priority to their common interest in containing the con-
flict over their separate concerns in their respective ties with the con-
testing parties and their fears of losing ground to each other. The
Soviet leaders have shown a good deal of flexibility in modifying
the cold war elsewhere and in negotiating on other outstanding issues.
In the Middle East they have made gains because of the Arab-Tsrael
conflict. They will be reluctant, I think. to make any agreement or pro-
mote any agreement which would really make that conflict disappear
or cease to be the factor that it has been. But prudence in controlling
the conflict would scarcely have that result.
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NEED FOR GREATER EUROPEAN ROLE

Third, and for the longer run—and here the argument comes back
to the question of Western rather than American policy—Europe has
not played a role commensurate with its interests in security, politi-
cal relations with the Middle East, and the supply of oil. Beyond in-
dividual national policies, beyond the participation of Brifain and
France in four-power talks, there is a new Europe of six, soon to be
10, which has great actual and potential importance for all Middle
Eastern and north African States, including Israel. A European pres-
ence—military (through NATO or later possibly outside 1t), politi-
cal and economic—could help to reduce the rigidity of the direct So-
viet-American confrontation there.

It could exert a greater influence on the Arab-Tsrael problem and
help to settle or stabilize it, despite the fact that Tsrael now distrusts
the European powers as promoters of a sellout. And Europe could and
should take on greater responsibility for what is essentially its own
vital interest in oil. in which we, of course, have a supportive interest.

Such a Europe, exerting influence on its own, would not be a junior
partner of the United States whom we called upon to share our bur-
dens. Tt might cross or compete with some U.S. interests in one way or
another. The weight of its contribution to those larger aims which
Europe and America share, however, would depend largely on its
ability to be an independent factor and to act as such.

The least the United States should do would be to refrain from
blocking or undermining that assertion of independent interest. Tt
could help give substance and reality to our proclaimed desire to have
someone else help carry the load.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The full text of Mr. Campbell’s statement appears on p. 177.)

Mr. Haymivrox. Thank you, Dr. Campbell.

Mr. Rostow,

STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE VICTOR ROSTOW, STERLING PRO-
FESSOR, YALE UNIVERSITY LAW SCHOOL AND FORMER UNDER
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS

(The biography of Mr. Rostow appears on p. 188.)

Mr. Rostow. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that T was unable to pre-
pare a statement for the committee but T thought T would talk to these
problems and answer your questions with regard to them.

Let me say as a former official of the previous administration T am
in favor of a nonpartisan, bipartisan foreign policy. I have generally
supported the Nixon administration in its foreign policy moves and.
if in my remarks here and in response to questions, T do differ with
the administration in detail on certain aspects of its handling of the
Middle East situation, I wish my criticism to be understood in this
context. After all, even we in our time were capable of making mis-
takes. The mistakes to which T may call attention in the course of my
remarks do not diminish the basic fact that T am in support of the
approach that has so far been taken.
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MIDDLE EAST CRISIS AND NATO

I view the crisis in the Middle East very much as Dr. Campbell does,
although with some differences in emphasis and detail. In my opinion,
that crisis is not a regional quarrel about Israel’s right to exist, but a
threat to NATO.

The Arab-TIsrael quarrel in itself is a symptom of the erisis, to my
way of thinking, and not its cause. Without Soviet support in the
Arab-Tsrael quarrel, and without the process of Soviet penetration
which is going on throughout the area, and which threatens even wider
ranges in the area, I believe the Arab nations would have made peace
long ago.

The Soviet goal is strategic and tactical control of the Mediterra-
nean basin, the Middle East and the Persian Gulf area. On that basis,
the Soviets would confront us, and could well hope to drive us out of
the Mediterranean and force us to dismantle NATO. That is to say,
their goal, fundamentally, is to outflank our forces in Europe, and
at least to neutralize Europe to bring it to the status of Finland,
or something of that kind, if not directly to occupy it. Soviet policy
in the Middle East is therefore a challenge to the relationship of
Western Europe and of the United States, as it has developed over
the last 20 years, and thus a threat to the underlying balance of power
on which our national security rests.

I think President Pompidou summed up the problem in the Middle
East and in the Mediterranean basin very well a year or so ago when
he said that the Soviet presence in the Mediterranean constitutes a
threat to the soft underbelly of Europe and a continning Cuban mis-
sile erisis.

These are words of tremendous resonance for all of us. I do not
believe that they are exaggerated.

I think the same thought is reflected in President Nixon’s state-
ment that he would regard Soviet dominance in the area as a matter
of vital concern to the United States and its allies, a statement which
Dr. Campbell has repeated now, I think very properly.

SOVIET THREAT

It is not so much that the Soviet presence in the Mediterranean is
a threat of warfare directly against southern Europe, but it represents
a policy of political pressure backed by the threat of force which
could well force a political retreat.

Since there is a Soviet threat, it can be deterred only by a firm,
calm, steady, and credible manifestation of the will of the United
States, hopefully backed by its NATO allies. That is the only deter-
rent to war that we have in this imperfect world. The deterrent quality
of that threat depends upon the extent to which it is effectively sup-
ported. both politically and in publie opinion.

Public support for our position can rest only on an understanding
of what is in fact happening. The Soviet threat to outflank our forces
in Europe, and to force the dismantling of NATO and the neutraliza-
tion of Europe, will not be resolved simply by achieving peace be-
tween Israel and its neighbors, as devoutly as such a peace is to be
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sought and hoped for. There is, however, no chance of protecting the
vital U.S. and NATO interests in the area as a whole without achiey-
ing a peace between Israel and its neighbors,

Arab hostility to the existence of Tsrael has been used by the Soviets
as a catalyst to radicalize Arab politics, to destroy classes and regimes
friendly to the West, and to weaken our influence in the area.

SOVIET STRATEGIC INTEREST

The nature of NATO strategic interest in the Middle East has been
well brought out by both the paners you have before you this morn-
ing. Europe’s dependence on Middle Eastern oil is a reality, and a
reality that is going to continue. as Mr. Lichtblan has pointed out, for
at least a decade to come.

The strategic importance of the space of the avea is altogether ob-
vious. Land-based planes threaten the very possibility of maintaining
our fleet in the Mediterranean. Our entire strategic position is af-
fected by the growing number of Soviet naval and air bases within the
region.

The Soviet penetration of the area which in one sense began in
1955, has become a massive policy. It is no longer a matter of taking ad-
vantage of opportunities on the cheap, of feints that conld be with-
drawn without political cost. Tt is a policy to which the Soviet Union is
committed, and to which it has made almost nnbelievable investments,
both in the volume of military aid to Egypt and a number of other
countries, and through the establishment of bases which are a matter
of vital concern to the military anthorities in NATO.

Soviet policy has no timetable, no fixed schedule, as Dr. Campbell
has said; but it has great momentum, nonetheless, and that momen-
tum will not easily he reversed.

M. Courve de Murville, the experienced French Foreien Minister,
has said that Soviet policy has continuity and momentum, and cannot
readily be deterred. Tt moves forward, sometimes taking risks, as in
the Cuban missile erisis, but it moves forward, generally flowing
around obstacles. Tt can be assumed it will not be altered except through
the confrontation of unacceptable costs.

THE 1967 WAR

In this perspective, the 1967 war between Tsrael and its Arab neigh-
bors should be seen not as an aceident, but as a misealenlation. which
isan entirely different matter.

The reason for the war at that time, T conclude in retrospect, was
the failure of the Egyptian campaign in the Yemen, and therefore the
frustration of Nasser’s Pan-Arab plans. his plans to drive to the east
to gain control of the weak states in the Persian Gulf, and of the enor-
mous oil resources and strategic positions involved. At that time, Nas-
ser could not take control in Libya, beeanse we and the British were
there. The drive to the east was a carefully planned set of maneuvers,
starting with the cirenlation by the Soviet Union of false intelligence
at the highest level, to the effect that the Tsraelis were about to attack
Syria. The fatal events of May and June 1967 were triggered by that
report.




147

The 1.S. position on the question of Middle Eastern peace has been
constant, at least so far as public statements are concerned, since
June 5, 1967, Tt rests on the judgment that our national interests and
the interests of our allies require that peace finally be achieved after
more than 20 years of waiting. Such a peace would fulfill the promises
of varions Security Couneil resolutions and of the armistice agree-
ments of 1949. Tt should be a peace fair to both parties, a peace which
would assure the seenrity of Tsrael and of its neighbors equally.

The position of both administrations, stated many times by Secre-
tary of State Rogers, is that we will not recommend any Israel with-
drawal from the cease-fire lines of 1967 until there is a complete pack-
age deal, an agreement among the parties, fulfilling paragraph 3 of
the Seeurity Council resolution of November 22, 1967. Such an agree-
ment would establish a condition of peace. and would deal with all the
issues of the controversy. as specified in Resolution 242, in accordance
with the principles stated in that resolution.

THE 1957 SETTLEMENT

There is considerable concern that the efforts of our Government
to achieve an interim settlement for Suez might involve some devia-
tion from this approach, raising the question whether we are on the
road back to the ideas of the settlement of 1957, which turned out to
be such a disaster.

Tt is worth recalling that settlement of 1957, because it is the imme-
diate background of the Security Council resolution and of the posi-
tions which were taken both in the General Assembly and in the Se-
curity Council in 1967 and thereafter.

In 1957, the United States, acting as broker, negotiated an under-
standing between Egypt and Israel, in terms of which Israel agreed to
withdraw its forces altogether from Sinai, Sharm el-Sheik, and from
the Gaza Strip in return for certain assurances. Those assurances were
not written down in any one document, but are represented in a sce-
nario of public statements, designed to protect Nasser from seeming
to negotiate with Israel.

THE 1957 UNDERSTANDINGS

The understanding of 1957 included these elements: That there be
freedom of navigation through the Strait of Tiran and the Suez Canal;
that if the United Nations Forces placed in the Sinai, Sharm el-Sheik,
and the Gaza Strip were to be withdrawn, the Secretary of the
United Nations would undertake a series of consultations and negotia-
tions to prevent any rapid or precipitate movement in that area; that
the Strait of Tiran would be kept open in any event as a maritime out-
let for Israel to the south: and that peace would be made.

It was clearly understood and stated in that succession of state-
ments that if force were used to close the Strait of Tiran to Israel
shipping, Israel would be justified in using force under article 51 of
the charter in overturning such use of force by Egypt to close the
strait. In other words, the closing of the strait would be regarded as
a blockade, an act of force violating article 2, section 4.
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All the terms of the 1957 understanding were violated one by one, the
final stages being taken in May of 1967 when the U.N. forces were
precipitately withdrawn at the request of the Government of the
United Arabian Republic, and force was used to close the Strait of
Tiran.

In other words, as officials of our Government said at the time, those
violations of the 1957 agreement cut our throat from ear to ear. That
experience, I believe, led the United States, the Western nations, and
the United Nations majority to take the firm position that Israel
should not be asked to move from the cease-fire lines until the parties
reached an agreement of 1967 dealing with all the issues in the con-
troversy and establishing peace.

CURRENT TALKS FOR INTERIM SETTLI MENT

The question raised about our present efforts to secure an interim
plan for Suez may involve a deviation from this course. Such a plan
might require Israel to withdraw from the cease-fire lines before an
agreement of peace is made. In that sense, they constitute a problem
to be faced, a problem to be faced with the utmost serionsness,

Dr. Campbell referred to the misunderstandings, or differing views
taken by some as to the meaning of the Security Council resolution
of November 22, 1967, and the history of our efforts since the fall of
1967 to achieve an agreement of the parties implementing that
resolution.

I do not myself believe that there are misunderstandings or real
differences of opinion about what the resolution means. But I fully
agree with Dr. Campbell that there is absolutely no political alterna-
tive at this time to working under the resolution and trying to achieve
its implementation. That resolution represents one of the rare moments
when we and the Soviet Union agreed. It was not put through the
Security Council until all the parties to the conflict had assured us
they would cooperate with Dr, Jarring in carrying out the resolution.
We simply have no alternative political frame for seeking a settle-
ment, and a settlement, above all, that would result in peace between
Israel and its Arab neighbors.

OBSTACLES TO IMPLEMENTING T.N. RESOLUTION 242

Mr. Rosextar. What is holding up implementation of that
resolution ?

Mr. Rosrow. What is holding it up has been. until very recently,
the refusal of the United Arab Republic to agree either to make an
agreement. of peace as required by the resolution. or to agree to any
practical procedure for negotiating on the specific issues that are
mentioned in the resolution as requiring agreement.

President Sadat has recently said that he is ready to make peace
with Israel, and King Hussein has said he is ready to follow Egypt’s
lead in this regard. But thus far it has been impossible to reach agree-
ment on any procedure for negotiating the specific terms of such an
agreement. That brings us to the question of withdrawal, to which
Dr. Campbell alluded.
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_The resolution requires Israeli withdrawal from “territories occu-
pied in the course of the recent conflict.” Tt does not require with-
drawal from all the territories occupied in the recent conflict. Efforts
mn the Security Council to amend that resolution by putting in the
word “the,” or equivalent language, were all beaten down.

The reason for that the question of withdrawal is so difficult is not
semantic; it is fundamental. It deals with political and security prob-
lems of great moment. The Israelis wanted to negotiate from the
cease-fire lines. The U.S. position, the position of the majority in the
Assembly and the Security Council, and the position taken ultimately,
I believe, by the Security Council itself in Resolution 242, is the same
as the position taken in 1949 in the armistice agreements. It was pro-
vided 1 terms in those documents that the armistice demareation
lines do not constitute political boundaries, and they can be modified
by agreement as part of the transition from armistice to peace.

The Government of Israel has said publically and assured us over
and over again that its interest in these questions is an interest in se-
eurity, not in territories as such.

JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES IN BOUNDARIES

Under the Security Council resolution, there are two ideas put for-
ward as justification for changes in boundaries, one is to cuarantee
maritime rights in the waterways of the region, that is, in the Strait
of Tiran and the Suez Canal; and the other is to guarantee the secu-
rity of the recognized boundaries that would emerge from the process
of peacemaking. The security arrangements for those boundaries, the
resolution says, could include demilitarized zones.

Those arrangements, including ways of guaranteeing maritime
rights and providing security for the new secure and recognized
boundaries which the resolution calls for, are subjects on which the
parties have to agree. No one can agree for them. It is impossible to
conceive of negotiations on such delicate matters taking place through
competing newspaper interviews, or even through the good offices of
;_fn—}n‘t weens.

In other words, there has to be a conference of the parties in the
presence, presumably of Ambassador Jarring, like the conference that
reached the armistice agreements of 1949,

Thus far it has been impossible to get Egyptian agreement to the
convocation of such a conference. We had thought at various times,
in_the spring of 1968 and other times, that we were very close to
achieving that result. But we did not do so. At the last moment on each
such occasion, President Nasser withdrew.

In 1968, and again more recently, the United States has indicated
that in such a conference of peace, so far as Egypt is concerned, it
would support the return to Egyptian sovereignty of the full Sinai
Peninsula. But in 1968 that proposition was based on the principle
that the Sinai Peninsula be completely demilitarized.

The legitimate security interests of Israel, which has had to fight
twice to open the Strait of Tiran, would be best assured by complete
demilitarization of the Sinai, whereas the political interests of the
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United Arab Republic, or as it now is, the Arab Republic of Egypt,
would be met through a return of these territories ultimately to Egyp-
tian control through a withdrawal of Israeli troops.

PHASED WITHDRAWAL SETTLEMENT

I myself have reached the conclusion, in view of the anxieties and
fears and threats of the last 20 years, and the history of the last 20
years, that such a solution is feasible if it takes place in stages, sub-
ject to a timetable agreed to in advance which might require a good
many years to carry out. Under such a timetable, gradual withdrawal
would result or could result, hopefully, in the achievement of condi-
tions of genuine peace between Israel and Egypt. Achieving that state
would also be a condition for moving to the final stages of the timetable.

The actual problems of peacemaking between Israel and Jordan are
more complex than those between Israel and Egypt because of the
nature of the armistice demarcation lines of 1949, and of course, the
overriding problem of Jerusalem.

But I think the key to the entire problem is the Egyptian settle-
ment, and I rather suppose that no other party can make peace until
Egypt decides to do so. When you look at the actual issues between the
parties, they seem pathetic and trivial. It is hard to believe that they
are issues that might precipitate another war. But from the point of
view of Israel the primary problem in the Sinai area is security, not
territory. That was the premise on which the Security Council resolu-
tion was built. And that is the kind of solution which the Security
Council resolution contemplates.

The effort has gone on for a very long time, ever since June of 1967,
and thus far, for the reasons I have given, Mr. Rosenthal, in my judg-
ment it has not yet reached fruition. Fundamentally, the Egyptian
position has been very obvious, and it has been backed by the Soviet
Union diplomatically, and throngh enormous supplies of arms and
advisers and other military help.

WAR OF ATTRITION

The diplomacy of peace has gone through various stages. In April
1969, Nasser proclaimed a war of attrition. He denounced the cease-
fire agreements which he had agreed to accept in June of 1967 until
peace was made. For reasons I cannot explain, the U.S. Government
and its allies did not react strongly. There was no attempt on our part
to obtain from the Security Council a resolution which called on the
parties to meet in a conference to make peace. We remained passive.
The war of attrition turned out, of course, to be not only a erime but
a folly. That fact led ultimately to the success of Secretary Rogers’
effort to get a temporary cease-fire in 1970, and to the efforts which
are now in train.

THREAT TO EUROPE

The reality of the Soviet threat to Europe is apparent, I think, in
the nature of Soviet positions in the Middle East and their implica-
tions. They call into question, now even more vividly than in 1967,
the implications of the Eisenhower resolution of 1957. When Dr.
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Campbell reviewed our national interest in the field, I am sure he in-
advertently omitted reference to that extremely important statement,
which goes beyond the statement of individual Presidents, or Secre-
taries of State as a commitment of national policy. You will recall
that when there was considerable movement in the Senate and in the
House a year or so ago to rescind outstanding congressional authori-
zations to the President to use force in various situations, the sponsors
of those moves decided, after reviewing the situation, not to touch
the Kisenhower Middle Eastern resolution of 1957, which had been re-
iterated by the Congress in 1961.

I think that now, more obviously than in 1967, we are dealing with
countries which could properly be called countries under the control
of international communism, in the language of that resolution.

The problem of NATO and the problem of effective European action
to support the defense of Europe in this process, of which Dr. Camp-
bell spoke, is a most troublesome matter. 1t is part of a larger problem
the United States has had to face since 1945 or 1947,

It should be recalled that in 1967, after a year's study, the NATO
Council unanimously passed a resolution calling upon NATO to de-
velop not only as a military but as a political entity. That resolution
established machinery for consultation, and for the harmonization of
political policy in the Mediterranean and other areas both within the
NATO treaty, and outside it.

EUROPEAN WILL TO ACT IN AREA

There has been a problem of will both on our side and on the side
of Europe. If I can refer to page 10 of Dr. Campbell’s excellent state-
ment, T believe two forces are at work here. The first is the generic
problem of allied policy since 1945, a process through which we were
helping to reconstruct Europe and Japan, to restore their social and
political lives and their social and political self-confidence so that in
the end, in due course, they would be able to take their place with us
in joint and collective efforts to protect our joint and collective na-
tional interests.

That has been a slow process apart from the formation of NATO
itself. It has been slow for a number of reasons, particularly for a
reason that Dr. Campbell didn’t mention. In my experience it is a
reason which seems more and more essential, and that is the implacable
nature of the nuclear threat and the development of nuclear technology
in the last 20 years.

WESTERN INTERDEPENDENCE

There is now no way—well, let me put it this way, Europe and
Japan are now more dependent on the United States in the security
field, despite their recovery, than was the case 20 years ago. The rea-
son for that is that the Soviet Union and ourselves are now possessed
of nuclear weapons on such a scale as to make independent defense for
Europe and Japan inconceivable for the near future, without the pro-
tection of the American nuelear umbrella,

To my way of thinking, that interdependence in defense precludes
the evolution of the kind of autonomous third-force separate policy
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for Europe or Japan which is implicit in the last page of Dr. Camp-
bell’s paper. On the contrary, our interdependence in the security field
requires the steady :lt\t-lnpmvm of methods of consultation and of
harmonization of policy, and the development of joint policies con-
templated by the Harmel resolution of 1967.

One of the grounds on which I should eriticize the administration
is that it has so far failed to use the NATO organization as a vehicle
for harmonizing and cencerting allied poliey both in Europe, and out-
side the NATO area, as well.

The Harmel resolution contemplates that there might be a group
of NATO members who would wish to take part in such consultations
in order to harmonize and concert their policies. Under the resolution,
they could act within NATO even though all the NATO members did
not do so.

THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE

Therefore, T see no alternative in view of the nature of the national
interests that are at stake, and of the threat to the entire balance of
power which is implicit in the Soviet policy of expansion in the Mid-
dle Iast, but to continue to do what we have done, to hold the line
alone, pending the rallying of Kurope and Japan to us in security
measures as well as in economie matters and in aid programs: that is
to say, to build on the sense of collective responsibility which has been
so manifest in the last 15 years in the field of trade and monetary policy
and aid that does not yet exist in the field of collective security. One
of the chief problems that our foreign policy faces, and will continue to
face is a steady effort to build that sense of collective cooperation in
the field of security as well as in the economie areas and in the area
of aid.

How do we maintain the kind of steady, calm, deterrent posture
which Dr. Campbell and T both believe must be the basis for our posi-
tion in the Middle East? T think it has to rest on the taking of clear,
fair positions—positions fair to all the parties—sticking to them, and
making sure that in that process there be no ambiguities, and there be
no hope of persuading us to repeat the mistakes we made in 1957, that
is, that we insist that peace must be made by the parties and make it
clear that all alternatives to peace involve totally unacceptable risks.

SUPPLY OF PHANTOMS

In that connection T might mention the great issue of the supply of
Phantoms and other military equipment to Israel.

It is a relatively new problem, as far as the United States is con-
cerned, because until 1967 we were not the primary suppliers of Israel
in the milll.u\ field. T think we tend to .m"m‘-,h too much on such
questions. The question of military equipment, in my judgment, should
be handled routinely as an issue of security; we should not allow it
to be involved and embroiled in political digcussions. We have made
the mistake of falling in with the argument that withholding planes
from Israel would obtain political cooperation from Egypt in imple-
menting the resolution. That has never been true, and there is no rea-
son to suppose it would be true at this time.
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But a pattern of willingness on our part to yield to these arguments
and threats has created a situation in which security issues are at the
mercy of impalpable political hints, on which we cannot obtain deliv-
ery. I should recommend that the issue of military supplies be treated
in a much erisper way, without attempting to use it on one side or the
other for obtaining political concessions which have never come from
such moves in any event.

CONCLUSIONS

It seems to me, to conclude, then, that a strong, steady policy backed
by calm force is the only way to head off the risks of war in the Mid-
dle East, which are very grave risks, indeed. In that connection, I
fully agree with Dr. Campbell that the fleet must be maintained and
modernized, and forces be put at the ready, mobile forces in Europe
and elsewhere, so that we are in a position to meet any erisis that
emerges and thus deter the possibility of a crisis emerging.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SECRETARY ROGERS’ U.N. BPEECH

Mr. Hammron. To each of you, gentlemen, we express our appre-
ciation for excellent statements.

Dr. Campbell and Dr. Rostow, Secretary Rogers in his recent speech
to the United Nations seemed to place exclusive emphasis on the in-
terim approach, the interim effort at a peace agreement. He seemed to
say U.S. policy was going to be directed solely in that direction. Now,
both of you talk about a lot of other things. You talk about the Jar-
ring mission; you, Dr. Campbell, talked about consultations with the
Soviet Union. You are obviously not thinking of the interim settle-
ment as an exclusive goal of American policy, and I take it yon have a
very deep difference of opinion as to where the energies of the U.S.
foreign policy mechanism ought to be directed at this point.

Have you given up on the interim settlement idea? Is that an im-
proper thrust for American policy at this time#?

Mr. Carxepenn. For my purposes, Mr, Chairman, I would think not.
I would think it is quite proper, and have long thought, even before
it was seriously undertaken by the executive branch, that attempts
should be made to break the ice to some degree if one could get partial
settlements which went in the direction of the general settlement
which is laid out by the U.N. resolution. Separation of the forces at the
Suez Canal front and the possible opening of the Suez Canal itself
seem to me legitimate objectives of policy so long as these steps were
not undertaken in a way which would interfere with the progress to-
ward a more comprehensive package settlement which we have al-
ways supported.

I think the great difficulties have become evident, that the Israeli
and Egyptian positions are as far apart on the interim settlement
question as on the broader question, and therefore that what seemed
like possibilities of bringing them together, seem to me rather remote
at the present time.

The reason I didn’t concentrate on interim settlement is because
in the long term, I think it is a phase rather than something which is
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likely to be accomplished in the near future, and I wanted to put the:
emphasis on the broader aim of moving toward something which
would be more than that mere, partial settlement.

Mr. Rostow. I don’t recall in detail, but I thought that Secretary
Rogers in his United Nations address had said that of course our
goal was the ultimate implementation of the United Nations resolu-
tion, but that in the meantime we could perhaps make progress to-
ward an interim settlement.

EMPHASIS ON INTERIM SETTLEMENT

Mr. Hamiuron. Isn’t it true, Professor Rostow, that almost all of
the energies of the U.S. Government today with regard to a Middle-
East settlement, are going into the interim settlement? There is
nothing going on today that I know of with respect to conversations:
with the Soviet Union and Ambassador Jarring.

Almost exclusively we are directing our Middle East settlement
efforts toward the interim settlement.

Mr. Rosrow. I live in New Haven, and I don’t know what goes on
in the White House and the State Department, so I can’t comment on
that remark.

But I would remind you, Mr. Chairman, that the idea of this plan
emerged from remarks made publicly by President Sadat and General
Dayan. We seized on those sugeestions and moved forward to see
whether they opened a possibility for progress.

From the Israeli point of view and from the Egyptian point of
view, an interim settlement would have great attractions. What we
don’t know, and shouldn’t know, is how much talk is going on behind
the scenes, which would make an interim settlement compatible with
the overall goal of an agreement under paragraph 3 of the Security
Council resolution. '

It may be that this is all that President Sadat feels he can do at
this time. We should certainly encourage him to move forward at
whatever pace is politically possible for him.

I have said in print that I assume that U.S. policy is still what it
was before; that is, that no Israeli withdrawals would be recommended’
until there was an understanding on all aspects of the resolution.

That is the reason why the question of moving troops, Egyptian
troops, across the canal is so sensitive, Such steps would immediately
pose the question of ultimate policy. Once troops move over, it is very
hard to move them back. The issue raises the question of what the
ultimate settlement would be, whether the whole of the Sinai is to be
demilitarized, or only partially so.

The implications of the decision go very far toward settling the-
ultimate question of Sharm el-Sheik.

U.8. INTERFRETATIONS OF U.N. RESOLUTION 242

Mr. Hasmvron. In your view. is Resolution 242 consistent with
Secretary Rogers’ comments about insubstantial border rectifications?

Mr. Rostow. Yes. Those are phrases that we nsed. too.

Mr. Hayrox. So you don’t see any differences in his interpretation
of that resolution and your own?

Mr. Rostow. No; I have read most of his statements on that subject,
and many of them were derived from language that we ourselves used




155

very earefully, that those changes “should not represent the weight of
conquest,”

That was used in a speech by President Johnson in September 1968,
here in Washington.

WITHDRAWAL BY STAGES

Mr. Hasyiurox. T noticed your reference almost in a passing way
to the possibility of withdrawals in stages, and you felt that this
held some promise for a solution to this matter. I think you also
said that this might occur over a very long period of time.

What would trigger the withdrawals; what things would have to
happen before yon would move to the next stage of withdrawals?

Mr. Rostow. Well, I should think that conditions for each step
would be agreed upon in advance. In the end, the key condition would
have to be the realization of a condition of peace between the nations.

Mr. Haxmmron. Who would make the determination of whether or
not the conditions had been met?

Mr. Rostow. Well, in the nature of things, I suppose each party
to an international agreement retains the ultimate right to interpret
it. This particular conflict of course, has been peculiarly within the
ambit of the United Nations ever since 1947, and United Nations
recommendations and resolutions, especially those of the Security
Council would have a great deal of weight.

Mr. Haxrron. Do you envisage an agreement signed by the parties
here providing for these staged withdrawals over a period of time?

Mr. Rostow. Yes. I think the language that Secretary Rogers used
in January of 1970 is—I think I have it here somewhere, provided
I can find 1t—is very firm. He said that we have never recommended—
wait a minute, maybe this is it. “We have never suggested any with-
drawal,” and this appears in volume 62, Department of State Bulletin,
page 218:

We think the security arrangements would be left to the parties to negotiate.
written agreement that satisfied all aspects of the Security Council resolution.
In other words, we have never suggested that a withdrawal occur before there
was a contractual agreement entered into by the parties, signed by the parties
in each others presence, an agreement that would provide full assurances to
Israel that the Arabs would admit that Israel had a right to exist in peace.

In the past the Arabs have never been able to do that and, if that could be
done, we think it would be a tremendous boon to the world.

We think the security arrangements would be left to the parties to negotiate.

I fully agree with the Secretary’s statement. Tt represents the con-
tinuous policy position of the U.S. Government since June 1967.

Mr. Pﬂm[:mn. Dr. Cam?bell, your statement on page 10 is that
Europe has not played a role commensurate with its interests in the
Middle East. Why not ?

Mr. Caxmpperr, Mr. Chairman, could I say a few words on the in-
terim settlement which you raised, before turning to that?

Mr. HayirroN. You surely may.

INTERIM SETTLEMENT

Mr. Camppern. I think this would add to the picture. You said
there seemed to be a strong concentration on that effort rather than
the more comprehensive one. I think this is partly a result of the fact
that the Jarring mission is now stalled, at least for the moment, and
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Ambassador Jarring has not gotten a responsive reply from Israel
to his letter sent in February of this year, and he has given up for
the moment and nobody has found a way to get him going again.
So, in order to maintain the momentum of some kind of negotiation,
I think we have put emphasis on trying to get a lesser arrangement,
particularly in light of the fact that we had a certain judgment about
the sitnation in Egypt and wanted to take advantage of what seemed
to be a greater disposition on the part of Sadat, as compared to
Nasser, to talk about the possibilities of settlement in a more serious
way which might make possible some concessions on both sides.
The second point has to do with the question which Professor Ros-
tow mentioned of no withdrawals until the comprehensive settlement
is agreed upon and signed. If the Israelis themselves were willing to
make an agreement for partial withdrawal and with no Egyptian
forces coming across the canal and some kind of neutralized area in
between, we would not necessarily be prejudicing that earlier position,
it semes to me, and at the same time we won]g enable both sides to
say something has been accomplished in the way of an agreement.
Mr. Rostow. I agree with that.

EUROPE’S ROLE IN MIDDLE FAST

Mr. Hayrrox. Mr. Lichtblau has pointed out to us how dependent
Europe is on Middle East oil and really much more so than we are,
and yet they don’t seem to display the same type of interest as we do
in the security problems here. Why not ?

They are the ones whose necks are on the chopping block.

Mr. Cameperr. This is quite correct and I mentioned earlier that
they have rather made a distinction between the military questions
and their assurances of a supply of oil. For example, if you look at
the British military position over the years in the Persian Gulf and
in surrounding areas, Aden and elsewhere, that position was largely
maintained with the idea that it was necessary for the security of o1l
supplies from the Persian Gulf.

But under the constriction of budgetary requirements, their in-
ability, as they thought, to maintain the kind of military position they
had had before, and with the tremendous difficulties they had dealing
with local Nationalists in that area, the British have reached the con.
clusion, I think both the British oil companies and the British Gov-
ernment, that they did not require an impressive military presence in
that area in order to get oil. What they required was a state of rela-
tions with the oil producing countries which would be based largely
on economics, the assurance of a market for the producing countries
and the assurance of access to oil for the consuming countries in
Europe. They felt that they had the basis there for a continuing re-
lationship which military force wouldn’t have a great deal of effect
on even if they had it there.

At the same time, T think there is another factor, in the Mediter-
ranean at any rate, and that is that they knew the United States had
military force in the area, and the fact is that it provided the counter-
balance to the Russian force.

This may be less true in the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean,
where nobody seems to be taking the place the British held in the past.
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Mr. Rostow. Could T add to that answer?

Mr. Hamivroxn. Yes, please do.

Mr. Rosrow. I talked with all the foreign ministers involved in all
the European countries in 1967, 1968, and 1969 on this question. There
is no lack of awareness in the uropean governments of the vital im-
portance of the Middle East to their seeurity, and I quoted President
Pompidou’s powerful statement in the opening of my remarks here
today.

What there is, as Dr. Campbell brings out, is a general reluctance
in Europe to take an independent stand because the Soviet Union is
involved and therefore nuclear power is involved.

That kind of threat can only be matched by the United States and,
therefore, the political risks within Europe of taking an active or
forward position weigh heavily. For example, the Germans have a
great stake in their Ostpolitick.

The French have pursued a somewhat independent policy, although
as Dr. Campbell has indicated on the naval question, not nearly so
independent as it has seemed. But other states in Europe are both hound
and paralyzed by their own internal political situations, by their
hopes, in the case of Germany, for some kind of settlement in Berlin
and in Eastern Europe generally, and by the kind of paralysis that
pervades European foreign policy because of their nuclear impotence.

.5, ROLE

Mr, Haxiuron. Mr. Frelinghuysen ?

Mr. FreniNneauysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to congratulate the three witnesses and, before T ask
any questions, I would like to make a mild complaint. It seems to me
what we have had is a diet of testimony, or we could call it a flood,
with no opportunity to participate in a discussion, which I think might
have been useful.

[ have been alternately very interested and bored to death, primarily
because there has been no opportunity to break in, and break this dis-
cussion into reasonable segments.

It is too bad that the format is the way it is. It doesn't lend itself to
an easy digcussion of big problems. I have been interested, particu-
larly in the last part of the discussion, about what is the role of the
United States and why Europe hasn’t done more in pushing for
settlement.

Dean Rostow says it is because they are virtually paralyzed because
they are nonnuclear powers. I would think that is not too strong an
argument. Nuclear powers are not going to use their nuclear power. so
it really is irrelevant to their usefulness as movers and shakers, I
would think.

In other words, it does seem to me that the United States has done
its share and I think perhaps we are too critical about what our share
has been. Tt seems to me we should take a reasonable degree of pride
in the fact that we have at least been the ones to provide some move-
ment in what seems to be a situation that can be with us indefinitely,
but which does provoke fensions which counld precipitate a crisis down
the road.
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Dr. Campbell says that possibly the United States can be more per-
suasive than it has. Well, I am not sure whether that is a reflection, a
eriticism of U.S. policy. Is there something we haven’t done correctly ¢

“More persuasive,” T presume, means more persuasive with Israel.
Dean Rostow sounds as if we are being too persuasive, we are being
asked to undermine our own clear position about what is a fair settle-
ment. So we can be caught off base in being persuasive I would think.

In other words, you two gentlemen seem to be arguing with each
other about what is an appropriate role for the United States.

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET ROLES

I am not sure if Dr. Campbell is being a critic of what we have
been trying to do. He says there is a need to resume serious talks with
the Soviet Union on the Middle East. Well, of course. it would be nice
if we could do that. We are not preventing serious talks with the
Soviet Union. Dr. Campbell himself admits that the Soviets probably
see certain advantages in not having a full settlement. I would sup-
pose that there is already a tacit agreement of some kind that the
major powers don’t want to see a major war break out in the area, so
we don’t need to talk about that.

What T would assume we would like to do, if we could, would be to
find a way to talk with the Soviet Union to see if we could limit the
arms race. We do not want to define it more sharply as an arms race.

I think we tend, so far as I get anything out of this morning’s dis-
cussion, we tend to minimize the significance of what we are doing.
Perhaps we underestimate, or accept as inevitable, the fact that others
aren’t being as helpful as they could be. Perhaps this is the reason why
we have serious problems.

This is a long response.

Dr. Campbell, on page 6 of your statement. you talk about the de-
sirability of preventing adventurous Soviet moves. How could anyone

revent them if the Soviets want to engage in adventurous moves?
?am not quite sure what such moves are, but how can we prevent them ?

You say at another point, and let me put two things to you: On
page 7 you said the U.S.S.R. have said their fleet would block another
mtervention by the United States in Lebanon if a need should develop.

Do you think that case can be made that the presence of the Soviet
Fleet would block such a move on our part? Vice versa, would we be
able to prevent a move by the Soviets because of our presence in the
Mediterranean if they decided to move? We were unable to move in
Hungary when they decided to move. It is certainly a question mark.
The presence of another power is perhaps a form of vestraint but I
wonder if it does block anything. And how can you prevent adventur-
ous moves by either side?

BIG POWER MOVES

Mr. Cameern. You raise several questions and I don’t know
whether you want me to respond to the last ones first, or all of them,
or some.

At any rate, let me begin at the end of your remarks and say
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that T regard this question of restraint of adventurous moves on the
Russian side as a question of deterence, really. It is a question of the
degree, the point at which decisions may go one way or the other, and
thus the presence of another large force—as the Russians see it, a
Russian force—say, would prevent our landing as we did in Lebanon
in 1958.

Our naval people say they wouldn’t at all; that if we had to, we
would do the same thing again.

On the other hand, I do think the existence of two forces there
which make, obviously, a risky situation on the part of anyone under-
taking a military operation, would cause second thoughts.

Similarly, T think the point of our having a 6th Fleet in the
Mediterranean from this standpoint is in order not to give the Rus-
sians free rein to exert military pressure on political situations by
virtue of the fact that they alone would have the military force which
could be visible to those concerned who were making the decision. It
is a question of a balance which would incline both sides toward
greater caution in undertaking that kind of a policy.

[ wasn’t thinking so much of our intervening in case the Russians
attempted to apply military force, but that they would, in considering
the risks of such movement, have to take into account that they might
come into a clash with us.

Another point you brought up, Congressman Frelinghuysen, had to
do with my suggestion that further negotiations with Russians might
be useful on this point. Tt is my impression that we have more or less
largely because we achieved nothing very much when we talked to
them previously, and because whenever we have posed the question of
joint agreement on limitation of arms to the two sides, they have shied
away from the question and said, “Only when the Israelis get out
of occupied territory,” will they talk about limiting arms.

On the other hand, there is no question that the continuing danger
of the situation. a war or something serious arising from it, is there,
and the Russians are concerned about it, as we are, and maybe even
more concerned, perhaps, because they are in a vulnerable position in
Egvpt.

Yes, there is a tacit agreement that nobody wants war and, if hostil-
ities began, I am sure the hotline would be used, and there would
be an attempt on both sides: “Let’s control the dangers here, let’s not
get involved ourselves.” But it remains a situation where perhaps
that general tacit agreement is not enough, and it seems to me there
are possibilities that we and the Russians could perhaps agree on more
concrete questions concerning control of delivery of certain armaments
to both sides and giving certain kinds of advice to both sides which
would decrease the possibility that they themselves would create a
military sitnation which would very greatly increase the danger of
Soviet and, therefore, American involvement.

As to the first point which you raised respecting our possibly being
more persuasive, yes, I was talking about Israel, and partly because
it seems to me there is a rather strong opinion on the part of not
only France, but in Western Europe generally, that the United States
has not exercised as much pressure or persuasion on Israel as it
could have.
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FRANCE'S ROLE

Mr. Frewineuuysen. The French are the best backseat drivers I
know, but I don’t think they have been too useful in this area. T don't
think we have to be concerned too much about their attitude.

I guess when Dean Rostow cets a chance to rebut he may say we
are going at this too vigorously.

Mr. Cameprre. I think there is a difference. We agree on many
things but we don’t agree on this.

My position is that the Israelis’ rather tough poliey at the moment
is making it difficult for us to get the Jarring mission reconstituted
and going again, and this is one of the factors in the picture, and T
think our position has perhaps been more rigid than it needed to be
on their side.

Mr. Rostow. I think you have raised, Congressman, a number of
points and I greatly sympathize with your boredom in hearing pre-
pared statements read. :

Mr. Frerineauysen. It hasn’t been all boredom, T must admit. 1
have been interested mostly, rather than bored.

PROTECTION OF U.S. INTERESTS

Mr. Rostow. I always prefer a more informal kind of colloquy,
and T hope we can have one now.

First. let me indicate that T agree with you that we have done well,
on the whole. When the President acted in September 1970, in con-
nection with the crisis in Jordan and Syria, he acted effect ively. The
position taken by the administration throughout, I think, has been
a sound position from the point of the long-run protection of Amer-
lean interests.

Now, on your question of whether we can persuade Europe to come
in, perhaps my answer was too bleak. There are movements within
NATO, and there is a movement within the Six to develop a politieal
voice. The European leaders are immensely concerned that this erisis
in their own backyard has been one in which they have largely been
mute. They haven’t all been mute. The British took an active role
with us throughout the 1967 and 1968 developments. The Dutch and
the Belgians were active behind the scenes.

Foreign Minister Harmel of Belgium, who is a most distingunished
foreign minister, indeed, went to Egypt and Israel this summer as a
representative of a political committee of the Six to explore the possi-
bilities of developing a European voice in this aves.

He is the father of the resolution to which I referred to develop
the political side of NATO.

So movements have occurred. But thus far they have not been
very effective. I think part of the responsibility might lie with us for
not seeking to develop and use NATO procedures for consultation in
the interest of concerting and harmonizing policy.

LACK OF USBE OF NATO

Mr. FRELIT\'GTIU\‘F‘-]'IN._ But how fair is that charge, if it iz a charge.
that we have been indifferent to the nse of the NATO mechanism ?
I would suppose we would welcome the develoment of a European
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voice through NATO, that we have done everything we can to uti-
lizea NATO. You really give the impression that we are trying to
bypass Europe in developing our own approach to these things.

Mr. Rostow. That policy requires—as President Nixon said—that
Undersecretaries of State and other officers go to Brussels often to
consult with their European partners in that framework. Well, it
hasn’t happened much. ’

Under pressures of time there is an impulse to move alone.

Now, second, on the question of Soviet talks, I speak as a veteran
on that point. I am a great believer in maintaining contact with the
Soviets, even when it is bleak, but Dr. Campbell is quite right, when
he says that in all our efforts to get an understanding on the limita-
tion of arms shipments, we have met with a blank refusal. The Soviets
have not agreed even to the restoration of the 1967 cease fire, which
was indefinite in duration.

I think they should be pursued, however.

I think the question you raised about deterrence is the heart of the
matter. It is enormously difficult. When you consider the political
implications of all these movements of troops and fleets and air forces,
the question is, who deters whom ?

The ultimate deterrvent, I think, is the first shot. No shots have
even been fired between American and Soviet forces. There is a great
deal of manenvering going on. The great problem is to establish a
presence, They don’t challenge our positions, but we don’t challenge
theirs, either. As you said, we don’t go into Hungary, or Czechoslo-
vakia, or East Germany. The problem is to obtain reciprocal respect
for our own commitments.

In the Middle East, the game of chess is very complex. I thought
that if things get much worse we might resume the practice which was
popular in Saudi Arabia in tense moments of establishing a physical
presence, which is an ultimate deterrent that the fleet cannot be.

Mr. Hasrrox., Mr. Rosenthal.

MEANING OF PHYSICAL PRESENCE

Myr. Rosentaar. Could you give us an example of what you mean
by a physical presence, and where, and with whose cooperation or
assistance?

Mr. Rosrow. Well, if the situation becomes extremely dangerous,
I would consider a physical presence in the Sinai as perhaps a more
powerful deterrent than even the presence of the fleet, just as we had
air forces in Saudi Arabia at times when the threat to Saudi Arabia
looked more ominous than it does today.

We had bases in Libya.

Mr. RosextrHAL You would néed an Israeli agreement. That would
be a highly provocative act,

Mr. Rostow. Very. I am not recommending it. T am saying this is
the kind of thinking you have to do, if warfare breaks out, if attempts
are made to cross the canal, and so forth. How do you put out that
fire ¢ '

I should much prefer to move, if the risks become ominous, before
the event rather than after the event.
Mr. RosextHAL. Let me go back a little, Dean Rostow, if T might.
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ONE CAUSE OF 1967 WAR

When you spoke of the causes of the 1967 wa r, you listed a number of
things. One was faulty Russian intelligence

Mr. Rosrow. I S;lit{ the deliberate circulation of false intelligence.

Mr. RoseNtaL. The net effect was that it fit into that category.

I have always wondered if the United States and other maritime
powers had been more forthright in pursuing some kind of symbolic
flag opening of the Strait of Tiran, might that have deflated the Is-
raeli tenseness at the moment. T think they acted from a psychological
isolation, at least. Had we done that, might events have been different ?

Mr. Rostow. It might have been. We were pursuing that plan.

Mr. RoseNTHAL. Not seriously, though,

Mr. Rostow. Very seriously. We thought we had more time to do it.

Mr. RoseNTHAL. You had only one other nation agreeing.

Mr. Rosrow. We had the Dutch agreeing and the Australians agreed
and the Canadians, probably, but we thought we had more time for
that venture than in fact we did. As events developed, with the mobil-
ization of armed forces in the Sinai, the establishment of a joint com-
mand, and especially the submission of the Jordanian forees to Egyp-
tian command, that mobilization took over from Tiran as the center of
the tornado. The key issue was no longer the Strait of Tiran, but the
immediate threat of the movement of armed forces in the Sinai. But
I agree that within that period of time, we might have moved quickly
to escort vessels. We and the British had ships assembled for the
purpose.

But there were risks. We had reason to suppose that those ships
would not be fired upon but they might have been fired upon. There
were risks and, while those risks were examined and plans prepared,
mobilization became the center of the storm and not the opening of the
Strait. But from my own knowledge of the subject, I believe that the
impression that that was not a serious plan is entirely in error.

Mr. RosentrAL. I am only trying to discuss it in the sense of what
can we learn from those events. T am not seeking out whose fault it
was.

For the sake of discussion, T think we learned that sometimes forth-
right statements and acts, when people are tense and nervous, may
cause them to calm down. This applies to nations and to individuals.

Mr. Rostow. That is right.

RUSSIA’S ROLE

Mr. RosENTHAL. Some of the earlier witnesses have testified that
the Soviet TInion has now become, in its own mind, a great interna-
tional power, which in fact they are. and it has a kind of a Victorian
obsession with the prerequisites of that power, and the burdens of it.
One of the things they do is to expand automatically. They have vet
to learn the Jessons we have learned of the great expense, internally
and externally, of managine client states,

It then becomes the burden of those who would want to limit that
expansion to he extremely precise and forthright and to indicate that
the old scenario can’t be played out the way it might have been 40 or
50 years ago.
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If that supposition I make is correct, that you have to indicate a
firm and forthright position of limiting that expansion, when and
under what circumstances do you play out that role?

1967 CRISIS

Mr. Rosrow. Well, in the 1967 crisis, the question of using naval
escorts to keep the Strait of Tiran open is a very important one to
think about because in the end, thinking back over that episode, the
deterrent to prompt and immediate action which might have lanced
the boil and changed the political atmosphere entirely was the feeling
in the United States that because of the Vietnam controversy the
President should neot risk acting under the 1957-61 resolution but
should get a new resolution from Congress. That resolution was pre-
pared and discussed, and it would have been proposed if the war
hadn’t broken ont.

That was the ultimate factor deterring the President from using
that weapon to defuse the erisis more quickly.

Could we have succeeded ? T think so.

T believed so at the time, and T think so now. If we had moved
promptly, we might have done so. That was the British proposal and
the British and others were keen on it, and we were. But then the
thine exploded. You conld lock back over those events and say, “if
you had done this, this might not have happened.”

I reproach myself for not having fought that decision harder than
T did but, nonetheless, it was a chaney thing, because great forces
were involved, and great risks.

That approach was discussed within the Government and among the
governments. As President Johnson’s memoirs make clear, we thought
we had a little more time to do it.

Mr. Rosextrar. I think your expression is quite appropriate,
lancing of the boil. T think it might have happened that way.

Mr. Rostow. In order to carry out such a policy, the President has
to be able to move promptly.

CREDIRILITY OF UNITED STATES

Mr. RosexthAL. How do you make people believe you are a credible
world power?

We still have the problem of credibility in terms of world power,
restraints, and limitations. How in the Middle East do either of you
see how we can earn respect for our credibility and forthrightness?
What should we do and not do, so that people can understand where
we are?

Mr. Rostow. T agree that is the heart of the problem. I have pro-
posed myself that we offer an American guarantee or a NATO guaran-
tee to the terms of a peace satisfying the Security Council resolution,
not simply to Israel but to all the states which are parties to that kind
of agreement. T think that is one approach and I was very glad to
see in 1970 that Senator Fulbright in a major speech on the Middle
East came out in favor of such a gnarantee.
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SENATOR FULBRIGHT'S PROPOSAL

I think in the end that is one way of consolidating a position and
having a posture which is supported not only by the President but
by the Congress.

Mr. Hasiron. Wasn’t Senator Fulbright’s proposal a bilateral
guarantee to Israel alone?

Mr. Rosrow. It was in part, but the fact simply is that he recom-
mended that we consider a form of guarantee.

I would prefer a guarantee not siumply to Israel but to the terms
of a peace settlement consistent with the Security Council resolu-
tion. There are a number of variant possibilities in such an approach.

Mr. CampeeLn. Mr. Chairman, could T speak generally to Mr. Rosen-
thal’s question ?

Mr. Hamiurox, Yes.

U.S. CREDIBILITY

Mr. Camesrre. I think this is part of the problem, being a credible
world power and not inviting situations where there is so much un-
certainty that sometimes events get beyond us, and also that the
Soviets make some miscalculations. T think Your general thesis, taken
from earlier discussions which you have had here in this committee,
to the effect that the Russians do have an obsession about proving their
worth and their power as one of the two great powers of the world,
presents us in the Middle East with a situation much more complex
than it is, for example, in Europe, where the line is fairly well under-
stood, and we don’t go venturing on the Eastern side and they don’t
on the Western, and there is a kind of understood basis for what
amounts to a security system.

Whereas in the Middle East, where the alliances are not as firm,
some of the commitments are shadowy, where there are numerous
powers which are neutralist, or putting themselves somewhere in the
middle, there is not a clear definition of where the commitments and
the interests of the two powers lie, and thus there are possibilities of
their coming in conflict with each other,

I think certainly, in places where there are NATO powers in-
volved, that we must make absolutely clear that these commitments
stand, just as they do in Western Europe.

The question of where we stand with respect to Israel and its ulti-
mate independence is another area that I think the Russians should
know about,

There are shadowy situations such as Jordan which we try to play
them so that our power will have an influence on how various crises
come out and do not turn disastrously in the wrong direction for us,
But these are touchy questions each time they come up, and they can-
not be totally defined in advance. We have to do the best we can in
this respect, a mixture of firmness and to the degree we can to let the
Russians know where the boundaries cannot be overstepped. but a
willingness to talk at all times and a realization—and the hope that
they have a realization—that there are possibilities where we have to
get together and get out of the crisis through consultation direetly
between ourselves when those situations arise.
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DETENTE AND CONFLICT

Mr. RosenTrAL. How is it so, in the case of great powers—let’s take
the case of Russia—that you can have in one area, rapprochement, or
a détente, and in another area have nothing but aggravation and tur-
moil. Why do nations act like this? Have they made a decision world-
wide for rapprochement or détente, or have they made a decision in
area “A” and do something else in group “B”.

Professor Rostow, is this in your judgment what is happening and,
if so, why?

And, is there any way of turning that around ?

Mr. Rostow. I don’t agree that the Russian policy iz one of détente
and hail fellow well met. As Courve de Murville has said, Russian
policy has a line and a momentum of its own. Tt is a policy of expan-
sion for reasonably clear ends that will go on until it is stopped, as it
was in Cuba.

That means that if the risks are too great, as they are in Berlin,
where, after all, we had two ultimata from Khrushehev with dates, on
which he backed down, if the risks are clearly too great in Central
Europe, then Soviet policy flows around obstacles towards tarocts
where the risks are less. To me. as T started by saying, the process of
Soviet expansion in the Middle East is addressed to Europe. It is ad-
dressed to neutralizing Europe and forcing the dismantling of NATO
and the withdrawal of American Forces from Europe and the Mediter-
ranean, with all sorts of consequences.

In the meantime, concessions are made, problems are discussed
about Central Europe, or about West German diplomatic relations
with the Eastern European countries, which in effect neutralize Ger-
many and Europe as an active participant in any other forum.

But it is not a question of “hail fellow well met” in one place and
not, another.

IS RUSSIA’S ATTITUDE CHANGING

Mr. RosexTHAL Russia was a have-not nation. They had told Pres-
ident Nixon they were going to bury us in terms of consumer produe-
tivity. Has not time improved their domestic scene where the appetite
has been whetted for consumer goods and, consequently, for peace?
Hasn’t there been some change in the past 10 to 15 vears in their atti-
tude? T am trying to put two factors in the computer.

Not only is it a geographical differentiation but isn’t there a time
differentiation, also?

Mr. Rosrow. T have seen no evidence that that is true. It seems to be
something we hope will be true and T think we delude ourselves into
thinking it will eceur, or it has occurred.

After the war there were terrible problems of hunger in Russia and
vet they began to play an active role in the Middle East. While we
were agreeing with the Russians about the creation of the State of
Israel and the withdrawal of Britain from that area, they were pur-
sning all kinds of difficult policies in Czechoslovakia and Berlin and
Eastern Europe generally. Tt is a question of how you perceive Soviet
policy.
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Yes, there is an overall Soviet interest in nuclear limitation which is
a tremendous burden. We have to explore that possibility seriously be-
cause it is the one area in which I think we have profound mutual
interests. We may, or may not, succeed.

But the Soviet Union now has amassed enormous forees in the Far
East. It has increased the strength of its forces in Europe, not weak-
ened them, and has strengthened its forces in the Mediterranean and
the Indian Ocean. I don’t think the facts support the hypothesis that
time has turned the Soviet Union into a peace-loving, static power,
not at all.

U.S. AND MIDDLE EAST OIL

Mr. Hanmiuron. Thank you very much, gentlemen,

AMr. Lichtblau, I feel as if we haven’t had an opportunity to get at
you very carefully this morning and I apologize to you for that.

I would like to ask you one question, however, and we will conclude
the hearing with this.

Your statement, which is a very excellent one, did not touch upon
U.S. interests or dependence upon Middle Eastern oil reserves and we
have had some indication in this joint subcommittee that in 10 years or
so the Middle East is going to become very important to the United
States.

Could you comment on that?

Mr. Licarsrav. The reason I didn’t put this in is precisely because
I thought it was covered by previous witnesses here. But our own oil
self-sufficiency is rapidly declining. Within less than 10 years a very
large share of our o1l supplies will have to come from overseas.

Latin America does not have much of an oil export potential left.
There is some new production in Equador and other South American
countries but it is not going to be very significant in terms of our
needs. So, a growing share of our growing imports will have to come
from the Eastern Hemisphere.

Mr. Haxrurox. Could you put a figure on it in, say, 1980, how much
of our oil could we expect to come from the Middle East?

Mr. Licirmerav. It could well be 25 percent of our total oil require-
ments. It depends on developments in Alaska, on the domestic price
structure and other factors. But certainly it will be in excess of 20
percent, and could go as high as 30 percent. This is not just the Middle
Last itself but the entire Kastern Hemisphere. We might get some oil
from Nigeria and from the South China Sea. But, if we are going
to import 8 or 9 million barrels daily of oil from overseas by 1980,
the bulk of those imports will have to come from the Persian Gulf and
north Africa.

So we are going to become more and more dependent on the Middle
East. This is really a new situation for the United States. Today, we
are only about 20 percent dependent on all overseas oil supplies, of
which the Middle East accounts for just 5 percent. By 1980 it will be
a multiple of that figure.

POSSIBILITY OF VIETNAM OIL

Mr. Hayiurox. We have been hearing talk of oil in Vietnam. Is
there anything to that at all? ]

Ir. Licatsrau. Well, I don’t know. There are some geological indi-
cations that oil is there. There are indications that oil is in the entire
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‘South China Sea. A lot of oil is being found in the offshore area of
Indonesia. But it is no more important than a number of other areas
around the world. In the Gulf of Thailand there is some oil explora-
tion going on now. But nobody is drilling in the offshore area of
Vietnam now. No company is exploring there but the fact that the
area may be oil-bearing has been used as an argument by some groups
that this is the real reason why the United States is in Vietnam. 8f
«course, this is nonsense.

Mr. Hamiron. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

(The full text of Mr. Lichtblau’s statement follows:)

MmprLE East OmL: Its RorLe 1¥ WESTERN EUROPE AND THE SoviET BLoc

Thank you for inviting me to participate in your Subcommittees’ discussions
of the economic ties between Europe and the Middle East. The particular topics
assigned to me are (a) the role of oil in the economic and political relations
between Western Hurope and the Middle East and North Africa, and (b) the
interest of the Soviet Bloe in Middle East oil.

0Il, THE KEY TO THE MIDDLE EAST'S IMPORTANCE

Any analysis of the role of the Middle East' in world affairs must start with
the recognition that 3{ of the non-communist world's known oil reserves are
located there. While this is of course generally known, the political and eco-
nomie consequences which follow from it are often ignored or overlooked. There
is a tendeney to treat the area’s oil wealth as an interesting natural phenom-
enon that bears mentioning but is not basic to the political, geographic and
national complexities which make up the “Middle East Problem”, It is probably
true that the “Problem” would exist even if there were no oil in the area. But
the rest of the world would be far less concerned. The Middle East is not highly
populated and the vast majority of its people live on a subsistence level, it does
not represent a major market for exports from industrial countries and ontside
of oil it has virtunally no exports that are essential to other countries, and—
except for Egypt—the countries of the Middle East are not located at today’s
trade or strategic crossroads of the world, Hence, the Middle East's economie
importance—and, consequently, much of its political and strategic importance—
derives primarily from the single factor of its immense and growing oil wealth.

The historie growth of this wealth in terms of direet government income
from oil operations over the last ten years is shown in Table I below.

TABLE |.—TOTAL MIDDLE EAST OIL PAYMENTS!

[in miltions of dollars]

Persian Gulf  North Africa

20

80
262
476
1,214
1,620

1 For more details soe appendix table 1 which appears on p. 176.

As indieator of the impact of this wealth on the economy of the oil exporting
countries is seen in their per capita national income. For all of the Middle East
o0il exporting countries, except Algeria, the collective income per capita amounted
to about $370 in 1969.* This year, following the sharp increase in oil revenues,
the figure is likely to exceed $400. By comparison, per capita income is $00 in
India, $130 in Pakistan and $232 in Turkey, one of the more advanced non-
industrial countries.

1Unless otherwise stated, I include North Africa In this term.

Al, Rr;urce: OPEC, Annual Statistical Bulletin 1970. The Bulletin shows no figure for
geria.
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OIL IMPORTS DOMINATE WESTERN EUROPE'S ENERGY BECTOR

The converse of the Middle East's oil surplus is the immense need for this
commodity throughout the Hastern Hemisphere. Virtually every inhabitant of
Western Europe, Southeast Asia and Japan is a daily consumer of products made
from Middle East crude oil. In Western Europe oil accounted in 1970 for 619,
of total energy requirements® from all sources; and 80% of it came from the
Persian Gulf and North Africa. Thus, Western Europe’s energy dependence on
the Middle East was nearly 509% of total requirements last year. And in some
countries, such as Italy, Switzerland and the Scandinavian countries, Middle
East oil already supplies 24 or more of all energy requirements.

Oil is of course not the only primary eommodity which Europe imports from
overseas. But oil has a combination of characteristics which give it a u}ﬁque
economic position in Europe: its use is universal and basic to the functioning of
the economy ; its consumption can usually not be postponed without immediate
consequence to the consumer; the demand for it has been growing steadily for
the past twenty-five years and will continue to do go for the foreseeable future:
for much of its use no readily available substitute exists; and, finally, most of
the world's exportable supplies of this commodity are concentrated in two ad-
jacent overseas areas—the Persian Gulf and North Afriea. Hence, it is literally
true that Western Burope is dependent on Middle East oil for the functioning of
its material infra-structure.

This dependency has of course existed for quite some time. Burope was first
made dramatically aware of it during the Suez Canal Crisis of 1957 when an oil
shortage was averted only by the combination of U.S8, emergency oil exports and
2 mild winter. At that time there was much public and private concern over
Europe’s dependence on Middle Bast oil and the potential threat this represented
to the Continent’s economic and strategic security. It was held that alternate
energy sources had to be developed in Europe and new oil sources had to be
found outside the Persian Gulf area. To some extent this was actually done in
the 1960°s but it was largely overshadowed by Enrope’s massive shiff from eoal
to oil as the basis for its energy economy. The switch was a direct one from the
collieries of Wales, the Ruhr and the Saar to the oil flelds of Kuwait, Sandi
Arabia and, later, Libya. In 1960, coal supplied still nearly 659% of Western
Burope’s energy needs. By 1970 the share had declined to 209,. Between 19685
and 1970 the development of new indigenous natural gas supplies, prineipally in
Holland and Britain, raised gas's share from 2.5 to over 69 of Buropean energy
demand. While this had some retarding effect on the rige in oil demand, it was
not enough to arrest even temporarily the growth of oil’s share in Europe's
steadily expanding energy requirement.

SHIFT FROM THE PERSIAN GULF TO NORTH AFRICA

If we now look at the diversification of overseas oil supplies since the first
Suez Crisis, geographically a great deal has been accomplished. At that time
6% of Western Europe’s oil supplies came from the Persian Gulf. By 1970
that region's share had dropped to 469;. The difference was made up primarily
by North Africa whose oil production rose from virtually nothing before 1959
to 44 million barrels daily in 1970, equal to about 14 of total Persian Gulf
production last year,

Logistically, the shift to west of Suez has been of tremendous significance,
for it has substantially reduced the importance of the Snez Canal as a route
for oil shipments to Europe. If Libyvan and Algerian production had not heen
developed and the entire growth in European oil demand since 1957 wonld have
come from the Persian Gulf, the closure of the Suez Canal in June 1967 wonld
have had catastrophic consequences on FEuropean oil supplies, as would the shut-
down of the Trans-Arabian Pipeline during 1970. Becanse of the availability
of substantial oil supplies from North Africa plus the more recent development
of Nigerian oil exports and the growing number of mammouth tankers (125.000
dwt and over). current Spot freight rates for tankers are no higher than they
were in the comparable period of the year preceding the closure of the Canal*

® Including petrochemieal and other non-energy nses,

‘ The extremely low spot freight rates since Angust 1971 are unlikely to prevail much
longer. However, average freight rates are expected to remain relatively low for some
time 1n the absence of extraneons events. .




169

Of these three developments, the availability of North African oil is by far the
most important.

Parenthetically, I would like to say that none of these developments have
rendered the Suez Canal obsolete or insignificant., At the beginning of this year
more than 759 of the world tanker fleet was of a size that could have transited
the Canal full or in ballast; and the average size of all new tanker deliveries
in the first half of 1871—142,000 dwt—was also still slightly below the maximum
size that counld go through the Canal in ballast. Furthermore, despite its several
enlargements, the Canal has not yet reached its ultimate size. In faect, plans to
widen and deepen it existed at the time it was closed. Thus, while the shift of
0il production to west of Suez has made the Suez Canal non-essential for oil
importing nations, its reopening would certainly lower freight rates from what-
ever the prevailing level.

LIMITED POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT OF GEOGRAPHIC SHIFT

Other than deemphasizing the importance of the Persian Gulf's supply routes,
the diversification of oil exports due to the North African discoveries cannot
be said to have improved Europe's security of oil supplies economiecally or
politically. Economically, the large volumes of Libyan oil coming on the market
after 1962 did have an impact on world crude oil prices from 1964 through 1969.
However, in 1970 and 1971 the Libyan government became the initiator and
leader in the worldwide round of raising posted crude oil prices® and tax rates.
Libya provided, in fact, a protective umbrella for the other major oil exporting
countries to raise posted prices and taxes. The move was fully coordinated
through the Organization of Petrolenm Exporting Countries (OPEC) whose
membership includes all prineipal oil exporting nations, OPRE('s earlier sue-
cesses in raising unit oil revenues for its members through bargaining with the
international oil companies had gained it the loyalty and respect of all major
oil exporting countries. Thus, concerted action through OPEC on matters of
prices and revenues has introduced considerable rigidity into the world oil trade.

Politically, too, the diversification of oil produetion to North Africa did not
bring about an improvement in the security of supplies (as opposed to the
political security of transit which was of course improved). Both Libya and
Algeria are members of the Arab League. Both are actively involved in the major
struggles in the Middle East, and during the Arab-Tsraeli War of 1967 hoth re-
stricted oil and gas exports for a time, totally or selectively, for political reasons.

By contrast, Nigeria represents a true political diversification of European
oil import sources, But Nigeria's current production of 1.5 million barrels daily
is only 14 that of North Afriea.

SLOWER GROWTH RATE AHEAD FOR EUROPE'S ENERGY DEMAND

Now let us turn to the future. Will oil’s role in the European energy demand
pattern continue to grow? Will the Middle East continue to provide the great
bulk of European oil supplies? The relationship between Europe and the Middle
East will hinge to a large extent on these two questions.

Looking at the period between now and 1980, there can be no doubt that not
only the volume but also the share of oil in Western European energy consump-
tion will increase substantially.

We have assumed that total BEuropean energy demand will rise at an annual
rafe of 4.59% over the next ten years. This is a moderate rate which might be
exceeded by as much as half a percentage point. By comparison, the growth rate
of the previous decade was 5.5%. The expected decline reflects the current slow-
down in European economic activity, the underlying long term decline in the
ratio of energy to GNP which characterizes mature industrial economies, and the
fact that energy demand is not totally price-inelastic so that the increases in
energy costs will have some retarding effect on demand growth.

Oil will continue to grow faster than total energy. Coal, on the other hand,
which is still the second largest European energy source, will register a sub-
stantial further deeline in domestic production as more mines are being shut.
Coal imports, largely from the U.S., will supplement domestic coal supplies only
moderately so that coal’s share in total energy demand will drop steeply.

& The price used for caleulating royaltles and taxable profits for the ofl companies.

70-214—71 12
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Natural gas supplies will grow considerably more rapidly than total energy
supplies but not nearly enough to close the gap created by the growth in total
energy demand and the declining coal supplies. The bulk of the new gas will
come from the North Sea but more than 1§ of West BEurope's gas demand in
1980 may be provided by imports from the Soviet Union and North Africa.
Nuelear power will be of significance in the UK where it may provide some 69%
of total energy demand. But for continental Europe the atomic power age will
not begin in earnest until the next decade.

OIL DEMAND IN THE 1970'8

Oil will carry the burden of the growth in European energy demand for the
1970's. Oil's growth will be slower than in the 1960's, reflecting both the decline
in the growth of total energy demand and the expected growing inroads of
natural gas and atomic energy into the conversion from coal to other fuels.
Overall, we see oil demand rising at an annual rate of 6.0-6.59 through 1980,
compared to a growth rate of 13.79 in the first half and 10.09; in the second
half of the 1960's.

Below is a suinmary of the projected changes in European energy consumption
between 1970 and 1980. For our purpose we have selected an annual growth rate
of 6.25% for oil demand and, as pointed out, 4.5% for total energy demand.

WESTERN EUROPEAN ENERGY CONSUMPTION

|In million tons oil equivalent]

1970 1980

Volume Volume

212

. 11,135

Natural gas._ =+ 5 175
Hydro. .. - . 29
Nuclear.. = ™M H 3l

y (T el A s i e S TR 3 1,582
1 Equal to 12,528 barrels per day in 1970 and 22,971 barrels per day in 1980,

Sources for 1970 (1) “'BP Statistical Review of the World Oil Industry, 1970"" for all figures except oil. (2) “0ECD Oil
Statistics, 1970°" for oil consumplion, including bunker fuels, refinery fusls and losses, and nonenergy uses of oil, but
excluding exports.

THE MIDDLE EABT V8. NEW BUPPLY SOURCES

As the above Table shows, oil will dominate the European energy demand
pattern still more by 1980 than it does today. The question, then, is where will
this oil come from. Obviously, the Middle East will continue to be the principal
supply source. But while the volume of Europe’s oil supplies from that area will
substantially increase, there are indications that the Middle Bast's share, which
amounted to 809 of total European oil supplies last year, may moderately decline
in the 1970's.

The principal reason for this are the North Sea and West Africa. North Sea
production has not yet started and information on reserve figures is still very
scanty. However, the area has been compared by some experts with Alaska's
North Slope. If this is approximately correct, we can assume an ultimate pro-
duction of perhaps 8 million barrels daily. The North Slope will only produce 2
million barrels daily by 1980. But this is probably due in large part to the logis-
tic and environmental problems peculiar to that area. These problems exist prob-
ably to a much lesser extent in the North Sea. It is therefore not unrealistic to
assume a North Sea production of 3 million barrels daily by 1980. Another ap-
proach to estimate potential North Sea production is to compare the area with
Libya. Production there was increased in eight years from a very modest begin-
ning to a sustained level of about 3 million barrels a day. This was considered an
exceptional feat. If the same can be done in the North Sea where production
problems are more difficult it would also be remarkable. The impact of the new
production will fall primarily on the countries adjacent to the discoveries. Thus,

for England dependence on Middle Bast oil might be reduced much more than for
Europe as a whole,




The other major new area, West Africa, currently produces about 1.8 million
barrels daily of which nearly 1.5 million barrels daily come from Nigeria, the
newest giant in world oil. The rest of West Africa also gives promise of substan-
tial growth, By 1980 the area might well be able to export in excess of 8 million
barrels daily. Some of this oil will go to other African nations and some to North
American and Caribbean refineries which in the first half of this year took nearly
25% of Nigerian exports. But it is not unreasonable to assume that about 2
million barrels daily of West African crude oil will go to Western Europe by
1080. By contrast, oil shipments from the Western Hemisphere to Europe will
have more or less ceased by 1980 since the Western Hemisphere will be a major
net importing area by then.

The Table below sums up these various possibilities into our best guess of
Western European oil supply sources by 1980. A comparison with 1970 is also
given.

EUROPEAN OIL SUPPLY SOURCES, 1970 AND 1980

[Thousand barrels per day]

1970 Percent

1ndi%enous production, excluding North Sea_.._...... -
e SR e S R S e
Western Hemisphere. .

Middle East

Persian Guif..... ... .co....... .
North Africa

West Alrloa: = _oos i atai s n ot i :
Soviet bloc. .........
Southeast Asia_... ... ... .

100.0

Source for 1970: BP Statistical Review, 1970. Requirements for 1970 includes export demand. No oil exports from
Western Europe are assumned for 1980.

The 1980 figures are of course nothing more than rough indicators of magni-
tudes and shares, with each figure subject to varying margins of error. However,
the principal conclugion, namely that the Middle Bast’s share in Buropean oil
supplies will decline somewhat between now and 1980, is likely to stand up. From
the poiunt of view of diversification of supply sources this is obviously a desirable
development. But the improvement is modest. A 709 dependence on a politically,
economically and nationally interlocked foreign supply area must still be consid-
ered critical if the supply area is insecure.

An interesting development, not shown in the Table, is expected to ocenr within
the two sub-regions of Middle East oil supplies. In contrast to the 1960's when
more of the increases in European oil requirements came from North Africa than
from the Middle East, the 1970's will see a return to the Persian Gulf for the bulk
of the increase in European oil import requirements. The reason is that the total
reserves in North Afriea appear insufficient to permit a major further growth in
production from the 5 million barrels daily level attained last year. Consequently,
European reliance on the Persian Gulf will grow substantially from the 469 level
attained last year. This return to the heartland of the Middle Bast is likely to
have significant political implications for the 1970's.

EMERGENCY BTOCKS AND RELIANCE ON THE UNITED STATES

What, if anything, ean Western Europe do teo limit the risk of this dependency
on the Middle East for its principal energy source? In the short run, the only
corrective is increased storage. Currently the only official guideline for security
stocks exists in the six Common Market nations where there is a directive for a
65-day security stock level based on the previous year's consumption. The Com-
mon Market Commission is now recommending an increase to 90 days by 1975.
The OECD has also recently recommended a stock level of 90 days but has not set
a time limit when this is to be reached.

The existing 65-day figzure and the non-urgent approach to the 90-day figure
indicate a relatively low concern with the threat of a sustained massive supply
interruption. It is interesting to contrast this with the attitude of the U.S. govern-
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ment which for the past thirteen years has been exfremely concerned with the
potential threat of relying on overseas supplies, though ever today only ahout
209% of our oil needs come from overseas. In general, the reason for the difference
between the U.S, and European attitudes mav be that we have an option between
foreign and domestic oil (although our domestic oil option is steadily declining),
while the Enropeans do not.

Another factor which continues to influence Europe's approach to security
stocks may be a earry-over from the time the U.S. had ample spare producing
capacity which eould be, and was, used as an inter-national emergency stock when
required. However, our spare producing capacity has greatly declined in the last
few years. Presently, it is probably beiow 1 million barrels daily on a sustained
basis (six to twelve months), compared to about 2.4 million barrels daily just
prior to the Suez Canal shutdown in mid-1957. Within two years the U.S. will
have virtually no spare producing capacity left

It would therefore seem to make good sense for Western Europe to build its
emergency stocks up speedily and substantially from the prevailing 60-65 day
level. The likelihood of minor and medium-sized supply interruptions in the fu-
ture is certainly high enough to warrant such a step. The cost of stocks is of
course very substantial both in terms of storage facilities and tied-up capital
for the oil. It will ultimately have to be borne by the publie, either in their role
as consumers or as tax payers.

For the longer pull Europe may want to speed up the construction of atomic
power plants. In this regard the Continent is way behind the U.8. and the U.K.
By 1980 atomic power in these two countries will account for 9% and 6%
respectively of total primary energy demand, against less than 29 on the Conti-
nent.

No security stocks or other measures would he effective against a snstained
total oil export boycott by all or even a majority of the five largest Middle
East producing countries. Such a massive boycott has only happened once, for
five days in June 1967, and that was spontaneous rather than coordinated. But
the possibility of a concerted all-Arab oil boycott was on the agenda of the
Khartoum Conference of Arab leaders in the fall of 1967.

OPEC AND THE PRICE LEVELS

The threat of an OPEC oil export embargo could also arise for economic rea-
sons. Intimations of this were heard at the Teheran Conference last February.
In theory, OPEC, acting in concert could nnilaterally set any given price level
for their oil than permit no exports below that level. In practice, the OPHEC na-
tions—at least those at the Persian Gulf—have generally not completely ignored
the realities of the market in their negotiations with oil companies. However, the
real possibility that at some future point the Middle East's oil policy may be based
on less rational criteria, economiecally or politically, makes for the inherent in-
stability of Europe’s oil supplies.

It is sometimes argued that since oil revenues are at least as important to the
economies of most exporting countries as well as the oil itself is to the economies
of most importing countries, the OPEC members would be unlikely to engage in
a sustained oil export embargo. It is of course true that in all OPEC countries,
except possibly Algeria, oil and related activities provide the prineipal source of
foreign exchange and government revenue. For these and other reasons the oil
exporting countries would certainly not hold all the tromp cards in a real show-
down with their customers, particularly if the latter had sufficient stocks to assure
them a bargaining position for some time. But who would give in first in such a
confrontation and at what price is by no means certain,

But much more likely than a full seale confrontation between oil exporting and
importing countries is the chance of mounting economic pressure on the latter in
the form of periodic administered price inereases, with each inerement not quite
steep enough for the importing countries to risk a confrontation. We have seen
dramatic evidence of such developments in the last twelve months. Government
revenue on Kuwait ernde rose in a series of steps by 639, from 83¢/barrel to
$1.35/barrel, between Nover.ber 1970 and June 1971. Similarly, government rev-
enue on Libyan crude ofl ‘<9 API gravity) rose from $1.10 to $1.99/barrel he-

®Iran, Irag, Kuwait, Saudl Arabla, Libya.




173

tween August 1970 and October 1971, an 819 increase, The movements were the
result of a series of tax and price rises decided by the OPEC members and more
or less imposed on the oil companies. As a result, government revenue now repre-
sents some 75-80% of the open market fob value of Middle East erude oll, with
production costs and profits accounting for the balance. Thus, producing govern-
ment revenue is now by far the principal determinant of world oil prices.

THE DEMAND FOR MORE

In the absence of any further increases in government revenues per barrel
between now and the end of 1975 when the existing arrangements will eome to
an end, Western Europe will have to pay an extra $8.5 billion annually through
1975 to meet the cost of the increases in the government take of OPEC members.
There is of course no question as to the inherent right of a sovereign country to
raise revenues in any way it sees fit. But there was certainly no underlying eco-
nomic justification, that is, change in the supply-and-demand relationship, that
would justify a cost increase even remotely approaching the one imposed.

Yet, there are indications that OPEC is about to ask for more. The organiza-
tion has recently resolved to seek direct participation for its members in the
private foreign oil enterprises operating within their territories. A 209 partici-
pation target has been unofficially reported, although a higher fizure has been
quoted for Libya. There is nothing new in the idea of government participation
in private business; in prineiple, it should not be objectionable to the oil compa-
nies. But, according to unofficial reports, at least some OPEC members do not
expect to buy into the companies’ equity allotted them under a participation
agreement back to the companies at a price above tax-paid cost. If this is true, it
would certainly increase the cost of oil to the oil companies who in turn would
try to pass it on in the form of higher prices.

This, then, is the more likely threat to Western RHurope of the OPEC govern-
ment cartel operations: a steady unrelenting increase in the eost of imported oil
with the implieit possibility that a refusal to pay up conld result in o stoppage of
the flow.

THE PROBLEM OF CAPITAL ACCUMULATION

There are still other consequences resulting from the increase in the govern-
ment take of OPEC members. Even if there is no participation or other further
increase in government take, the Persian Gulf countries will receive a total of
#11.1 billion in oil revenues in the year 1975, and Libya and Algeria together will
receive close to 84 billion, giving the Middle Bast a total of nearly $15 billion in
oil revenues for that year. Some countries., such as Iran and Algeria, are large
enough to absorb most of this cash inflow by converting it into imports for devel-
opment purposes. Their revenues will therefore return largely to the industrial
nations of the West. Most Middle Hast OPEC members, however, will not be able
to absorb amounts of this magnitude within their relatively small and limited
economies. These countries will therefore either accumulate large ecapital funds
abroad or they will become major lenders (or givers) for whatever purposes
they deem desirable. Again, such a development might have significant political
consequences in the foture.

THE FUTURE OF PRIVATE COMPANIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The net investment in fixed assets in private foreign oil enterprises in the Mid-
dle East amounted to nearly $5 billion at the end of 1969. What is the outlook
for this investment? One thing is certain, the role of private oil companies in
the Middle East will change significantly in the next ten years. In Iran, for
instance, the year agreement with the international 0l Consortium lapses in
1979 and though an option exists for a fifteen year renewal, the Shah has al-
ready indicated that he does not expect a continnation of the existing arrange-
ment. Other Middle East leaders have voiced similar expectations. Tn Algeria the
state oil comnpany has already a controlling share of 5125 in all ail enterprises.

The change for the oil companies may range from ontrizht nationalization to
partnerships or sub-contractor relations with state compsanies. The private oil
companies will probably aceept any role which permits them to operate efficiently
and earn an aceeptable rate of return. If this i3 no longer possible they will still
be very much in the picture, since they own or control most of the tankers,
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refineries and distribution networks through which the ernde oil is transported,
converted and moved to its nltimate consumers.

However, it is not a matter of indifference to Western Europe, or to the 1T.8.,
whether Middle East oil will be produced by private western companies or hy
local state companies. The latter are by nature peolitical instruments of the
government by whose authority they function. Private companies, on the other
hand, are essentially apolitical, commercially oriented institutions. The difference
is sometimes obscured by the fact that private foreign companies can be made
by law or government order to do what state companies would do voluntarily
by virtue of political allegiance, Nevertheless, the fact that the actual production
and exportation of Middle East oil has always been carried on by purely com-
merecial institutions whose best interests are never served by supply interruptions
or export embargoes has had a restraining influence on the nse of oil for
political purposes. If the role of these institutions should be taken over by
local state agencies, it would probably lead to the further politicalization of
Middle East oil.

MIDDLE EAST OIL AND THE SBOVIET BLOC

Now I would like to turn to the question of Soviet interests in Middle East
oil. My remarks will be much briefer than on the subject of Western Eurone's
interest in this eil because there is less to say, since I will try to limit my com-
ments largely to the aren of economics.”

Russia’s interest in the Middle East® exists quite independent of the area's
0il wealth and had its historie origin well before oil was a factor in that region.
However, it is one of the lucky accidents of nature that the Saviet Union, as
the world's second largest oil and gas producer, is more than self snfficient in
both these fuels, so that access to foreign oil is not a factor in her energy policy
considerations.

If the Soviet Union were a substantial net oil importer, her policy towards the
Middle East would probably be quite different. An indication of this was seen
in the aftermath of World War II when Soviet domestic oil supplies appeared
inadequate. The Soviet Union then refused to withdraw its war time forces
from Northern Iran until it had received an oil concession in that area from the
Iranian government (which the Iranian Parliament later refused to ratify).

To be sure, Russia’s oil self sufficiency does not mean that she is disinterested
In Middle East oil. The Soviet Union knows as well as everyone else that the
Middle East Is the power storehouse for Western Europe and Japan and will
supply substantial volumes of oil to the U.8. before the end of the enrrent decade.,
Political control over the area entails therefore far more than just control
over the Middle East itself. If the Soviet Union were to establish effective po-
litical influence in the majority of Middle East oil countries, this would have a
profound impact on the long term overall foreign poliey considerations of both
Western Europe and Japan. There is no doubt that this plays an important part
in the Soviet Union’s Middle Bast poliey. Furthermore, while the U.8.8.R. itself
has no need for Middle Bast oil, most of her East European satellites are begin-
ning to do so. This gives the Soviet Union a somewhat more direct interest in the
area’s oil production than was previously the case.

For the Middle East, the U.S. 8. R. is a minor competitor ¥, since some Soviet
oil is shipped to the West. On the other hand, Communist Eastern Europe rep-
resents a small but growing export market for the Middle East. More important
to the Middle Bast may be the Soviet Union’s technical expertise in all phases
of oil production and refining. Some countries seeking to develop oil produetion
without relying on Western companies have made use of this expertise. An ex-
ample is the development of the Rumalian oil field in Iraq which the Iraqi Na-
tional Oil Company is developing with Soviet help in return for Soviet participa-
tion in the production from the field. Soviet technicians have also established
local training centers in several oil producing countries in the Middle East as
well as in Algeria and Fgypt. Thus, the impact of any future withdrawal of
Western oil techniciang from the Middle East wounld probably be greatly miti-
gated by the ready availability of Soviet or Soviet-trained personnel.

*For a full discussion of the Soviet Union's political interest In Middle East of] see
Prof. D. A. Rustow, Dependability and Dependence: Political Prospects for Mididle Bast
0il, In Oil Imports and the National Interest, published by the Petrolenm Industry Re-
gearch Foundation, Tne.,, March, 1971,

8In this section the term Middle East does not include North Africa unless otherwise

noted.
? Except for Iranian natural gas which is piped into the Soviet Union,
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EASTERN EUROPEAN IMPORT DEMAND

How important a market potential for Middle East oil does Eastern Europe
provide? In 1970 the Soviet Bloe countries ** consumed about 1.2 million barrels
daily, equal to less than 10% of Western European demand. Local production
supplied over 319 of this demand, imports from the U.S.S.R. slightly more than
67%, and imports from the West less than 29;. Thus, at the moment Eastern
Europe is hardly a signifiecant outlet for Middle East or North African oil.

However, this situation is rapidly changing. The U.S.8.R. which in the past
has discouraged Bloe countries from buying oil from outside the Bloc has now
withdrawn its objections because it does not expect to be able to meet all of the
Bloe's steadily growing import requirements, since Russian domestic demand
is growing even more rapidly. It is expected that the U.S.8.R. will continue to
be the principal supplier of the East Blue countries but the share of non-Com-
munist oil imports will undoubtedly rise sharply. According to private esti-
mates, the East Bloe countries might import 400,000-450,000 barrels daily from
western sources by 1975 and as much as one million barrels daily by 1980.
Even that last figure would still be a very modest volume, compared to West
European needs or Middle East availabilities., We may therefore conclude that
the East Bloc will not be a major outlet for Middle East oil even ten years
from now. On the other hand, the import volumes required would appear to be
large enough to justify a more direct involvement of the Soviet Union in Middle
East or North African oil. The Soviet Bloe market might be especially inter-
esting for Middle East and North African state companies which initially might
prefer to make barter or other government-to-government deals with Eastern
Eurcpe than to plunge into the highly competitive private-industry controlled
western markets, The Iranian National Oil Company’'s deal with Rumania is
a case in point.

RUSSIAN OIL EXPORTS

For the same reason for which the Soviet Union’s share in East European oil
imports will decline, its share in Western European imports will also fall. Last
year the U.8.8.H, exported about 800,000 barrels daily of oil to Western Europe,
equal to 6.59% of total West European consumption, These imports will rise very
little in the next ten years. Given Western Europe's growing demand prospect,
the Soviet Union's share in oil imports will show a decline by 1980.

By contrast, Soviet natural gas exports to Western Europe are beginning to
take on some importance. By 1980 they might acecount for 109 of total Western
European natural gas requirements, While this is not a large share in itself,
gas shipments, particularly by pipeline, tie a consumer much more rigidly to
the supplier than oil shipments. Hence, a Continent-wide average dependency
ratio is less meaningful for gas than for oil.

Altogether, then, it would seem that the Soviet Union has a tremendous po-
litical interest in Middle East oil beeause of the overriding role of this oil in
supplying the Western world, and a small but growing economie interest because
of the future oil import requirements of the European Satellite countries, The
combination suggests that the Soviet Union’s involvement in Middle East oil—
politically and economically—is likely to grow.

¥ Excluding the U.8.8.R.
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(The full text of Mr. Campbell’s statement follows:)

John C. Campbell is Senior Research Fellow at the Council on Foreign
Relations, New York. He spent 12 years in the Department of State un-
der four administrations, including service on the Policy Planning Coun-
cil, dealing principally with European and Near Eastern affairs. He is
the author of Defense of the Middle Hast and other works and has writ-
ten and lectured widely on U.S. foreign policy, the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe, and the Middle East.

This committee is looking at the question of Soviet policy in the Mediterranean
and Middle East, and the Western response to it. I should like to turn that defini-
tion around and look first at U.S. and Western interests in that region, and then
consider how they relate to Soviet policies, and finally what needs to be dene.

The United States has two interests which can be called vital. The first is that
the conflicts and rivalries there, whether on the local or great-power level or
both at once, must be kept from developing into a major war. The second is that
the region be free of the domination of any ountside power; if it fell under
Soviet control that would represent a perilous shift in the world balance against
the United States and the West. Those vital interests are simply stated. The
policies needed to sustain them, by contrast, are enormously complex, for they
require changing combinations of military moves and diplomacy, of toughness
and coneiliation, of harmonizing approaches to the Arab-Israel conflict—difficult
enough in itself—with the wider questions of security and global balance.

We have other important interests in the Middle East. Some come under the
broad rubric of access: freedom of trade, transit, communication, and the trans-
port of oil; the ability to communiecate with governments and peoples. We have
economic interests, ineluding oil investments which add about $1.5 billion per
year on the plus side of the U.S. balance of payments. We have defense commit-
ments: to Italy, Greece, and Turkey under the North Atlantic Treaty; a more
vague obligation to Iran under a security agreement in 1959, and an even vaguer
one to Saudi Arabia; what might be ealled a moral commitment to the defense
of Israel generally assumed on both sides but nowhere defined in writing ; and this
obligation has to be taken together with many statements of the Executive Branch
that the United States stands for the independence and integrity of all the states
in the area of the Arab-Israel conflict. Whether all those commitments correspond
to interests—to refer to a concept put forward by President Nixon—is a subject
on which the Administration has made no pronouncements.

Now let us look for a moment at the interests of the nations of Western
Europe, as they see them. Their concern with avoiding a big war or Soviet
control of the Mediterranean and Middle Hast parallels our own, but they are
less worried about the danger of either of those possibilities and they do not
believe that their own military efforts can affect them much one way or the
other. On the Arab-Israel conflict, all Western European nations wonld like
to see a settlement, but they have not agreed on how they can help to bring
it about; again, they regard the real responsibility as falling on the parties
to the dispute, the Arab states and Israel, and on the two big powers who are
supporting them against each other. As for the oil of the Middle East and North
Africa, Western Burope is utterly dependent on access to it, now and for the
next ten years. How to protect it is, as they see it, a matter of economic policy
and diplomacy, not for military commitments and the disposition of forees.

BOVIET POLICIES

The general line of Soviet policy toward the West in the last few years has
been away from tension and cold war toward detente and limited agreements.
This is evident in Europe, to some extent elsewhere, and in bilateral relations
with the United States including the strategiec arms talks. The dispute with
China is one reason for it; domestie concerns provide others. But the spirit of
detente has been slow to touch Soviet policy in the Middle Bast, where a com-
bination of military buildup and support of the Arab side in the conflict with
Israel has appeared as a challenge to American interests, positions, and com-
mitments such as I have just deseribed: the need to avoid war; the interest in
preventing domination of the region by any power; NATO's commitments to its
members in that area and to security in the Mediterranean: the Ameriean
concern for Israel’s independent existence and for normal relations with the
Arab world.
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What are the Soviet leaders trying to do and what are the prospects? They
are not looking at the Middle East alone. Their military buildup in non-nuclear
forces, which has run parallel to their heavy program in strategic weapons,
has marched steadily ahead since about 1962, the year of the erisis over Cuba.
The motive has been to bring the Soviet Union out of the status of a continental
power and match the United States in the exercise of sea and air power on a
global basis. Thus they have been aiming at effective equality—almost an obses-
sion with them—and counting on this new military strength to give them a back-
ing for political action they had hitherto lacked. I do not think the Soviet
political leaders took this course with the idea of fighting the United States in
big or little wars on the five oceans and seven continents—although their mar-
shals and admirals talk that way. But they certainly have not ruled out using
force when and where they see a favorable balance of gain and risk. And there
is no doubt at all that they mean to take every advantage of the psychological
effect of their growing military might at a time when the United States is
obviously contracting its inilitary reach, reconsidering is commitments, and
trying to rearrange its priorities after the experience in Indochina.

The Mediterranean-Middle East region happens to be where these Soviet efforts
have flowered, for geographical and political reasons. For one thing it is close
to home. The Russians see the Mediterranean as an extension of the Black Sea,
just as we see it the other way round. It is a pathway to the oceans which they
reach now through the Strait of Gibraltar and hope again to reach through
the Suez Canal, perhaps a Soviet-controlled one, They maintain a permanent
naval force in the Mediterranean, which at times has over 60 ships, and they
support it both from home bases and from facilities in littoral countries like
Egypt and Syria, where they also have the use of airflelds to compensate for
the lack of attack carriers in their naval foreces.

Illustrating the point made a short while ago, the main purpose of these forces
is political: to give confidence to their friends and allies, to intimidate our
friends and allies, and to influence the decisions of governments hoth in the
region and outside if, One other point should also be made, however. The history
of the Soviet penetration shows that the politieal opportunities and gains gen-
erally preceded rather than followed the military presence in local conntries,
Egypt, which is the keystone of the whole Soviet position, originally invited
the Soviets in for its own political reasons, to support Egyptian and Arab na-
tionalist aims against the West and against Israel. After military defeat in 1956
and in 1967, each time Nasser turned desperately to Moscow to renew his supply
of arms, and Moscow obliged., In the past few years the Egvptian leadership
has so feared Israel’s power that it has called in Soviet “advisers”—some esti-
mates being as high as 17,000, roughly the number of American “advisers" Pres-
ident Kennedy sent to Vietnam if the comparison has any interest—including
combat personnel manning missile sites and aireraft,

In stressing the political antecedents of the Soviet military foothold in Egypt,
I do not mean to say that the Soviets are in there just to help their friends
against Israel and would withdraw if Tsrael met some Egyptian demands. They
might welcome a less dangerous involvement on the front line, but they are
in Egypt for their own reasons and will not easily be persuaded to leave. The
15-yvear treaty signed in May of this yvear—whatever it turns out to mean in
practice—shows their intention to hold on to this relationship.

Yet it is well to remember one of the basic facts of international relations
today, one which the British and French have had to learn in this region and
with which the United States and the Soviet Union itself have had experience
in various parts of the world. It is that the strong, despite their possession of
overwhelming military superiority, often find it unusuable in trying to impose
their will on the weak.

Thns, in considering America's and Western Europe’s policies, we should
not think of Soviet policy as a fixed schednle for eonquest or domination, or as a
program made in Moseow which somehow unrolls by autonomons action without
reference to the politics of the area. Success depends upon opportunities. They
have had opportunities and have made good use of most of them. That they will
continue at the same rate is questionable. They will experience the resent-
ment of local nationalism, as the West has. They will run into mounting costs,
both on the military side and in meeting the demands of their clients. They will
-Tun afoul of local conflicts between rival states and leaders, and between commu-
‘nists and nationalists (as recently in the Sudan). The question of Israel has been
“their “Open Sesame"” to the Arab world, but even this key can lose its magiec.
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All of which leads to the conclusion that what the Western nations do in their
own relations with the states of the Mediterranean and Middle East will have a
great deal to do with the question of response to Soviet policy. Let us look first
at the military posture that is required, and then at the poliical facters. In both
it will be apparent that the Arab-Israel dispute is close to the heart of the
problem,

THE MILITARY BALANCE

The Soviet naval buildup in the Mediterranean has aroused concern in Wash-
ington and in the councils of NATO. Successive meetings of NATO ministers
since 1968 have resulted in repeated calls for vigilance, a warning to the Soviets
(after the invasion of (zechoslovakia) that NATO would regard any inter-
vention in Europe or the Mediterranean with grave concern, and a number
of specific decisions: to improve the effectiveness of allied naval forces: to set
up a new command for coordinated surveillance of Soviet forces; and to ear-
mark vessels of varions national forces to provide the nucleus of a NATO force
which would come together for maneuvers, training, and possible combined oper-
ations. The American, British, Italian, Greek, and Turkish navies have taken
part in these measures. The French have not.

What more is to be done? That depends on the purpose. The first is to main-
tain an adequnate balance of military power. By that I mean that the Sixth Fleet
should retain at least the relative position which it now has and should con-
tinuously undergo modernization; and that NATO members’ forces should also
make their presence count in the military equation. The idea is not to assure
victory in war—the Soviet Mediterranean squadron is in the nature of a suicide
foree if it came to that, and a big war would by-pass the Mediterranean anyway.
Talk of the danger of Western Europe being rolled up from the south seems to
me alarmist.

The real questions are how to prevent adventurous Soviet moves, or a “Cuba
in reverse,” shounld they come to believe their own strength on the spot sufficient
to cause us to back down in a crisis. Not that a military balance is precisely
reflected in political decisions. But it is a necessary part of the background for
them. It is an open Russian boast that we could not now repeat the Lebanon
landing of 1958 because their fleet would be in the way, Would we be similarly
blocked from military action to defend Israel? Does the presence of the Sixth
Fleet prevent the Soviets from exploiting their military position in Egypt? What-
ever one's conclusions on those hypothetical cases may be, there is little doubt
that the presence of each foree puts restraints on the other. That is not such a
bad situation in so far as it reduces the chances of any big-power intervention
in local affairs.

The second purpose of military policy is to give confidence to states associated
with the West and substance to our commitments and to deterrence. It is here
that the NATO role is important. Italy, Greece, and Turkey are members of
NATO, not special wards of the United States, and they are interested in joint
defense. A stronger NATO posture enables the Turks to move toward detente
with Russia on their own terms and not through weakness.

The other case is the far more diffieult one of Israel. Israel, to protect its own
security, has become a factor not only in the local balanee of power but in the
big-power balance between the United States and the U.8.8.R. Thus, because of
the deep Soviet involvement in Igypt, Israel faces what is a combined Egyptian-
Soviet force across the Suez Canal. The United States, in its avowed policy of
not permitting the balance to be tipped against Israel, continues to arm Israel
as a counterforce not only to Arab armies but te the advance of Soviet power in
the Middle East.

I know very well that this is seen as a clear and logical policy, necessary for
American security, by many in the Congress and in the country. It seems to me
rather fo illustrate the dilemma in which we find ourselves. Israel's raids deep
into Egypt before the cease-fire of 1970 helped to bring Soviet combat personnel
into Egypt. Now the upward spiral of Soviet aid to Egypt and U.S. aid to Israel
in ever more powerful and complex weapons—it avails little to argue about who
started it—increases the danger that if the cease-fire does not hold, the U.S. and
the U.S.8.R. will draw closer to involvement even though that is a situation
both want to avoid.

The other part of the dilemma is our European allies do not support the idea
that Israel is a bastion of Western strength preventing the Soviets and their
Arab clients from overrunning the Middle East. They support the aim of bring-




180

ing about a negotiated settlement between Isrgel and the Arab states, but are
not very sanguine of our success in pulling it off unless we can get Israel to
accept the principle of withdrawal from occupied territories. The French are
openly following a policy of their own aimed at building their own position in
the Arab world, and Britain, Germany, and Italy are definitely uneasy abont a
situation which seems to threaten their il supply. The result is that in so far
as they want to see Soviet power conntered, they do not see miltiary support of
Israel, while Israel stands at Suez. as the right way to do it. There is no pPOS-
sibility of the acceptance of Israel in NATO, certainly not without an Arab-
Israel settlement, and probably not then.

I realize that Israel sees its very existence at stake, and that the Soviet Union
is doing its best to get us to do the job of putting pressure on Israel and thus
winning a politieal victory for the most belligerent Arabs and for the TI.8.8.R. as
well. President Sadat's setting of deadlines and threats to start up the war do
not help the situation. But there is no Western policy in the Middle East if the
United States and Israel are alone trying to hold a military position, with the
possibility that American military force in the area would cease to deter and
wonld have to be used, without support or approval from any source. The State
Department’s desperate efforts to get a nezotiafed settlement are justified in the
light of that possibility. This is our traditional policy : to try to get a compromise,
But how to get it when we have lost our standing with the Arabs and seem fo
have no real leverage with Israel ?

TU.8. AND WESTERN POLICIES

What, then, is indicated on the political and diplomatic side? First. to keep
alive the goal of a settlement on the basis of the T.N. resolution of November 22,
1967, to which all concerned give lip service. It is hard to see the passible snecess
of outside attempts to bring the parties to a compromise when they are not of a
mind fo take steps which made compromise possible. The Jarring mission can
hardly be revived unless Israel is willing to vield on the territorial question (sub-
Ject to final agreement on demilitarized zones. guaranftees, and so forth, thus
putting the Arabs’ pledges to the test). Possibly the United States can be more
persuasive than it has; possibly Israeli views will change with political change
at home. But the world may have to continue to live with what it has had for
over 20 years and has now, an unresolved conflict.

That brings us to the second point, the need to resume serious talks with the
Soviet Union on the Middle East. Barlier attempts brought deception and recrimi-
nations, but it is clear that if the Arab-Israel conflict ecannot be settled it has
to be controlled. Only the two superpowers can do that, but they cannot be sure
of doing it without some understanding of the limits of risk, and without an
agreement to give priority to their common interest in containing the conflict
over their separate concerns in their respective ties with the contesting parties
and their fears of losing ground to each other. The Soviet leaders have shown
a good deal of flexibility in modifying the cold war elsewhere and in negotiating
on other outstanding issues. ITn the Middle East they have made gains heeause
of the Arab-Israel conflict ; consequently. they do not want an agreement which
would make it disappear. But prudence in controlling the conflict would scarcely
have that result.

Thirdly, and for the longer run—and here the argument comes back to the
question of Western rather than American policy—Europe has not played a role
commensurate with its interests in seenrity, politieal relations with the Middle
East, and the supply of oil. Bevond individual national policies, beyond the par-
ticipation of Britain and France in four-power talks, there is a new Europe of
Six, soon to be Ten, which has great actual and potential importance for all
Middle Eastern and North African states, including Tsrael. A European pres-
ence—military (through NATO or later possibly outside it), political and eco-
nomic—eould help to reduce the rigidity of the direct Soviet-American
competition. Tt could exert a greater influence on the Arab-Tsrael problem and
help to settle or stabilize it, despite the fact that Israel now distrusts the Euro-
pean powers as promoters of a sell-out. And Europe could and shonld take on
greater responsibility for what is essentially its own vital interest in oil, in which
we, of course, have a supportive interest,

Such a Burope would not be a junior partner of the United States whom we
called upon to share our burdens. It might cross or compete with some U.S.
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interests in one way or another. The weight of its contribution to those larcer
aims which Europe and America share, however, would depend largely on its
ability to act independently. The least the United States should do would be to
refrain from blocking or undermining that assertion of independent interest. It
conld help give substance to our proclaimed desire to have someone else help
carry the load.

Mr. Hamrvron. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon at 12:30 p.m., the joint subcommittee adjourned, sub-
ject to call of the Chair.)
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1970.

2, L. CARL BROWN

L. Carl Brown, Garrett Professor in Foreign Affairs in the Department of Near
FEastern Studies at Princeton University, is interested in the modern history of
the Near East and North Africa, with special emphasis on the Arabic-speaking
world.

After graduating from Vanderbilt University in 1950, with a B.A. degree, he
attended the University of Virginia for a year and then spent another year at
the London School of Economics.

He then began a six-year career with the Foreign Service, first in Beirnt,
Lebanon, where he spent 18 months in the American Embassy’s Arabic Langnage
and Area Training Program, and then in Khartoum, Sudan, where he served as
the Embassy’s economies officer.

Returning to the United States in 1958, Professor Brown attended Harvard
University and In 1962 completed his Ph.D. in History and Middle Eastern
Studies. From 1962 until 1966 he served at Harvard as an Assistant Professor
of Middle Eastern Studies.

He joined the faculty of Princeton University as Associate Professor of Ori-
ental Stuciss in 1966, and was named to the post of Director of the University’s
Program In Near Eastern Studies on February 1, 1969. In July of the same yvear
he was made Chairman of the Department of Near Fastern Studies [suecessor,
with the Department of East Asian Studies of the former Oriental Studies De-
partment] upon the retirement of T. Cuyler Young. Brown was promoted to
Professor In July 1970 and at the same time named the second Incumbent of
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the Garrett Professorship, originally established in 1952 in memory of Horatio W.
Garrett 95 and, through later gifts, in honor also of John W. Garrett '95 and
Robert Garrett '97.

Brown is co-author, with Charles A. Micaud and Clement H. Moore, of
Tunisia: The Politics of Modernization (1964), is editor of State and Society
in Independent North Africa (Middle East Institute, 1966), and is translator
(with commentary) of The Surest Path—The Political Treatise of a 19th Cen-
tury Muslim Statcsman (1967). He is a member of the African Studies Associa-
tion, the Middle East Institute, the Middle East Studies Association, and he
belongs to Phi Beta Kappa. In 1970 he was named a member of the Middle
Eastern Civilization Visiting Committee at Harvard.

A native of Mayfield. Ky., where he was born April 22, 1928, Brown is the
son of Mrs. Gwendolyn T. Brown, of Mayfield, and the late Leon Carl Brown.
He was married in 1953 to the former Anne Winchester Stokes, also of May-
field. The Browns have three children, Elizabeth B. (February 12, 1958), Joseph
W. (April 30, 1959), and Jefferson T, (May 23, 1962).

Professor Brown is a veteran of 18 months service with the U.S8, Air Force
during 1946-47.

8. JOHN C. CAMPEELL

A native of New York City, Dr. Campbell graduated with an A.B. summa
cum laude, from Harvard College in 1933. From Harvard University he received
his A.M. in 1936 and Ph.D. in 1940.

Dr. Campbell has pursued a distinguished eareer in teaching, government serv-
ice and writing. He has taught at Harvard, Columbia and the University of
Louisville and has delivered regular or occasional lectures at the Foreign Sery-
ice Institute, the National War College, Industrial College of the Armed Forces,
Yale, Princeton, Michigan, and many other colleges and universities.

Between 1942 and 1968 he served in a number of capacities with the Depart-
ment of State, inelnding assignments as Deputy Director, Office of Iast Asian
Affairg, 1952, and member of the Policy Planning Couneil in 1967-68. He has
served on the Council on Foreign Relations at various times between 1941 and
the present,

His publications on the Middle East, Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union and
South America are legion. Best known in the field of Middle East studies is
his “Defense of the Middle East: Problems of American Policy”, (Revised edi-
tion 1960) His arficle “The Arab-Tsraeli Conflict : An American Poliey” appeared
in the October 1970 issue of FOREIGN AFFAIRS,

Dr. Campbell is a member of the Board of Governors of the Middle East
Institute.

4. RICHARD T. DAVIES

Mr. Davies was born in Brooklyn, New York, May 28, 1920. He was eduecated
at Columbia University, receiving an A.B. in 19042, While serving in the United
States Army (1942-45), he took Advanced German Area and Language Training
at Ohio State University (1943-44) and served in Military Government in
Germany (1944-45).

Following his Army serviee, Mr, Davies was employed as a Plant Correspondent
with General Motors Overseas Operations (1946). He was later an instruetor in
German at the Brooklyn Polytechnic Institute (1946-47).

A ecareer Foreign Service Officer since 1947, Mr. Davies has spent 16 of his 23
years in the Foreign Service working in the Soviet Union and Bastern BEurope
and in positions in Washington and Paris dealing with Soviet and FEastern
European affairs. He served as political officer at Warsaw (1947—49) and Moscow
(1951-53 and 1961-83) and on the International Staff of NATO in Paris
(1953-55), and as Public Affairs Adviser in the Offices of Eastern European
Affairs (1958-59) and Soviet Union Affairs (1959-61) in the Department of
State. Before his first assignment to Moscow, Mr. Davies studied the Russian
langnage and received Soviet area training at the Foreign Service Institute,
Middlebury College, and Columbia University (1950-51). In 1963, following his
second assignment to Moscow as Political Counnselor, Mr. Davies was detailed
to the Senior Seminar in Foreign Policy at the Foreign Service Institute. In 1964,
he served as Deputy Executive Secretary of the Executive Secretariat in the
D'e;_m rtment. From 1965 to 1968, Mr. Davies was Assistant Director for the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe in the United States Information Agency, which
conferred its Superior Honor Award on him in 1968.
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Mr. Davies also served as political officer at the American Embassy in Kabul
from 1955 to 1958. His most recent assignment overseas was as Consul General
in Caleutta (1968-69). He returned to Washington in August 1969 to become a
Member of the State Department’'s newly formed Planning and Coordination
sStaff, with responsibility for United States relations with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe, Mr., Davies assumed his present duties as Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affair in August 1970.

Alr, Davies is the author of “The Fate of Polish Socialism,” in Philip E. Mosely,
editor, The Soviet Union, 1922-62 (1963), and “The American Commitment to
Public Propaganda,” in Clark C. Havighurst, editor, International Conirol of
Propaganda (1967).

5. HERBERT 8. DINERSTEIN
Education:

Born in New York City on March 3, 1919, Attended New York City Publie
schools, B A, with Special Honors in the Social Seiences, The City College of the
City of New York, 1939. Phi Beta Kappa, M.A. in History, Harvard, 1940, Ph.D.
in History, Harvard, 1943.

Employment:

Soviet Regional Analyst, Office of War Information, Washington, D.C.

Instructor in History, New York University, Washington Square, New York
City, 1945-46.

Social Selence Research Couneil Demobilization Award, 1046-47.

Assistant Professor of History, Stevens Institute of Technology, Hoboken,
New Jersey, 1047-50.

Consultant : The RAND Corporation, 1948-50. Assigned to the project : Studies
in Soviet Culture, directed by Dr. Margaret Mead.

Staff member and Head of Soviet Section RAND Corporation, (Santa Monieca
and Washington, D.C.) 1950-66.

Visiting Professor 1958-59 (on leave from RAND) at Institut Universitaire des
Hautes Etudes Internationales of the University of Geneva, Switzerland.

Taunght courses at the University of California at Los Angeles, 1961, 1962,
1965,

Presently.—Professor, The School of Advanced International Studies, the
Johns Hopkins University, Washington, D.C., and Associate of The Washington
Center of Foreign Policy Research, 1740 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Wash-
ington, D.C, 20036.

Publications:

Communism and the Russian Peasant and with Leon Goure, Moscow in Orisis,
Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1955.

War and the Soviet Union, Frederick Praeger, New York, 1959, British edition,
1959, German edition, 1960.

Soviet Military Strategy with Leon Goure and Thomas W. Wolfe, Prentice-Hall,
New Jersey, 1963.

Imtervention Against Communism, The Johns Hopking University Press, Balti-
more, 1967.

Fifty Years of Soviet Foreign Policy, The Johns Hopkins Press, June 1968.

“The Soviet Ountlook” in America and the World, The Johns Hopkins Press,
1970.

“The Sino-Soviet Confliet” in Imternational Conflict in the Nuclear Age,
Winthrop Publishers, 1970.

Mngazine artieles.

6. ROMAN KOLKOWICZ

torn 1929, US citizen, married, three children.

Edueation—M.A. and Ph.D. received at the University of Chieago.

Professional aetivities—Professor of Political Science, University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles; senior staff member, Institute for Defense Analyses, 1966~
70; visiting professor, George Washington University, University of Virginia,
CUNY ; research staff member, The Rand Corp., 1961-66.

Areas of specialization—Comparative politics; international relations; Soviet

n and strategic policy.
ublications.—The Roviet Military and the Communist Party, Princeton TUni-
versity Press, 1967 : The Soviet Union and Arms Control, Johns Hopkins Press,
1970 (editor, co-author) ; econtributed to five volumes on Soviet affairs: also pub-
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lished in World Politics, Orbis, Uomparative Politics, Aussenpolitil:, Osteuropa,
Survey, Problems of Communism, Interplay, ete.

Related activities,—Delivered papers, lectures at international conferences
at Evian, France; West Berlin; Moscow ; Garmisch-Partenkirchen-Washington ;
Tel-Aviv. Also at Harvard, Columbia, War College, Pennsylvania, ete.

7. DAVID S. LANDES

Born : April 29, 1924, New York City.

Townsend Harris High School (New York) ; City College of New York, A.B.,
1942 ; Harvard University, A.M., 1943, Ph.D. 1953.

Junior Fellow of the Society of Fellows, Harvard University, 1950-53 ; Assist-
ant Professor of Economies, Columbia University, 1952-55: Associate Professor
of Economies, Columbia University, 1955-58 ; Fellow, Center for Advanced Study
in the behavioral Sciences, Stanford, 1957- Professor of History and Eco-
nomics, University of California, Berkeley, 1958-64; Professor of History, Har-
vard University, 1964-. Served Army of the U.S.A. 1943-46, to rank of First
Lientenant, Signal Corps.

Publications.—Bankers and Pashas: International Finance and FEconomic
I'mperialism in Egypt (Heinemann and Harvard, 1958) : The Unbound Pro-
metheus: Technological Change and Industrial Development in Western Burope
from 1750 to the Present (Cambridge University Press, 1968) : “Technological
Change and Industrial Development in Western Europe, 1750-1914." in Cam-
bridge Eeonomic History, Vol. VI (Cambridge University Press, 1965) ; Editor,
The Rise of Capitalism (Maemillan, 1965) : Co-editor, History as Social Science
(Prentice-Hall, 1971) ; “Japan and Europe: Contrasts in Industrialization,” in
William Lockwood, ed., The State and Economic Enterprise in Japan: Essays in
the Political Economy of Growth, 93-182. Articles and reviews in the Journal of
Beonomic History, Explorations in Entrepreneurial History, Revue d’histoire
moderne et contemporaine, and other journals.

Trustee, Kconomic History Association: President, Clouncil on Research in
Economic History, 1963-66; Director, Center for Middle Bastern Studies, Har-
vard University, 1966-68. Board of REditors, Kwklos, Journal of Feonomic History.

Fellow, Royal Historical Society (Great Britain), Member AHA., American
Seonomic Associntion, Society for French Historical Studies, Société d'Histoire
Moderne ; and other professional societies,

Harvard Club of New York City, Harvard Club, Boston.

Phi Beta Kappa.

Fellow, American Academy of Arts and Sciences.

Ellen MeArthur lecturer, The University of Cambridge, 1964.

Overseas Fellow, Churchill College, University of Cambridge, 1968-69.

Membre associé, Foundation Rayaumont pour le Progrés des Sciences de
I"'Homme.

Currvent work: A History of the Bleichriider bank (Berlin) : Social Consge-
quences of Industrialization in Western Europe.

Further biographical data in Who's Who in America; and in American Men
of Seience : The Social and Behavioral Sciences (9th edition).

Married to Sonia Tarnopol, graduate of George Washington University and
Boston University.

Three children.

8. WALTER LAQUEUR

lorn Breslau, Germany, 1921, 1938-1939—Student, Hebrew University, Jernsa-
lem; 1939-1943—Agricultural Labourer; 1944-1953—Political journalist: 1953
1967—Founder and Editor of Swrvey (in London). Research in Russian and
Central European history and Middle Eastern affair S—Visiting Professor,
Johns Hopkins University; 1959, Visiting Profe , University of Chicago.
Research Fellow, Harvard University, Russian & Middle Bast Center: 1962—
Fellow 8.C.R., 8t. Antony’s College, Oxford; 1964—Director, Institute of Con-
temporary History (Wiener Library), and University Professor, University of
Reading; 1966—Founder and co-editor of Journal of Contemporary History;
1967—Associate, Harvard Russian Research Center; 1967—Professor, History
of Ideas and Politics (with full tenure), Brandeis University 1960—Recipient,
Distinguished Writers Award, Georgetown University: 19T1—Associate Coun-
selor, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Georgetown University.
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Fellowships—1958, Rockefeller Fellowship; 1962, Rockefeller Fellowship
1966, Ford Fellowship.

Author—Out of the Ruins of Europe, 1971 ; Communism and Nationalism in
the Middle East, 1956 ; The Soviet Union and the Middle East, 1959 ; The Road
to War, 1967; The Struggle for the Middle East, 1969; Europe since Hitler,
1970 ; Young Germany, 1961 ; Russia and Germany, 1964 ; The Fate of the Revolu-
tion, 1966 ; The Road to Jerusalem, 1957.

Edited.—The Middle East in Transition, 1958 ; The Israel-Arab Reader, 1969 ;
The State of Soviet Studies, 1965; Dictionary of Contemporary History, 1970;
(with G. Mosse) : International Fascism: The Leftwing Intellectuals between
the Wars; Literature and History; ‘1914"; and other volumes of the Jouwrnal of
Contemporary History in the Harpers Torchbook series (also in Italian and
German travslations) ; (with I. Labedz) : Polyeentrism (New York, 1962) ;
(with G. Lichtheim) : The Soviet Cultural Scene ( London), 1957.

9. JOHN H. LICHTBLAU

Office, 60 East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 10017 ; Tel: TN 7-0052.

Education—B.A., City College of New York, 1949 ; M.A. Economics, New York
University 1951,

Current poszitions.—Executive director, Petroleum Industry Research Founda-
tion, Inc., 60 East 42d Street, New York, 10017 ; market research consultant,
National Oil Fuel Institute (NOFI) ; consultant on petroleum economics, Office
of Bimergency Preparedness, Washington, D.C.

Previous positions.—Petroleum economist, Walter J. Levy, Inec. (1954-55) ;
economic analyst, National Industrial Conference Board (1953) ; economic ana-
Iyst, U.S, Department of Labor (1951-53).

Author of books and monographs on oil imports, oil depletion, energy policy,
oil taxation, ete.

Articles on oil and energy problems in Reporter Magazine, New York Times,
Jonrnal of Commerece, Financial Times (London), World Petroleum, Journal of
Petrolenm Technology, Oil Daily, Middle East Journal, 0il & Gas Journal.

Delivered papers on petrolenm economics at:

University of Louisville, World Trade Conference; American University, En-
ergy Institute; American Institute of Mining and Metalurgical Engineers: Uni-
versity of London, School of Economics; Middle East Institute, Washington,
D.C.; New York Society of Security Analysts; Northwestern University, Annual
Conference on Petrolenm Eeonomies; Rocky Mountain Institute on Petroleum
Eeconomies ; Economie Seminar, Venezuelan Management Assoclation, Caracas:
Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Affairs.

Taught Course, “Kconomies and Polities of Energy” at New School for Social
Research, New York, N.Y, (1961-62).

Attended Brookings Institution Conference of Experts on Oil and Gas Taxa-
tion (1962) and UN Seminar on Latin American Petroleum Policies, Santiago,
Chile, (1967).

Testified on subject of petrolenm imports before Congressional Committees,
Government Departments and Regulatory Agencies.

Member National Petroleum Couneil.

10. JACK F. MATLOCK, JR.

Born North Carolina October 1, 1929. Married. Duke University, AB 1950;
Columbia Univ.,, MA 1952; Private experience—translator-editor for magazine,
105253 ; Instructor of Russian, Dartmouth College, 1953-54, 55-56; joined State
Dept. 1956; Consular O i, Vienna, August 1958; Oberammergan, Ru
lar ige area studies August 1960; Political Officer, Moscow, Octoher 1961 :
Acera, Sept. 1963 ; Principal Officer, Zanzibar, April 1967 ; DCM Dar es Salaam,
Sept. 1969 ; Dept. det. Sr. Seminar in Foreign Policy August 1970: FS0-2,
March 1969. Country Director for Soviet Union Affairs, June 1971. Languages:
French, German, Russian,

11, RICHARD PIPES

Born. 1923, Cieszyn, Poland ; 1940, came to the United States: 1943, naturalized :
194346, served with the Army of the United States.

Bducation—Middle schools in Poland, 1945, Cornell University, A.B.: 1950,
Harvard University, Ph.D.
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Professional positions.—1950—, Harvard faculty member; 1963—, professor
of History ; 1962-064, associate director; 1968, director, Russian Research Center ;
1956, visiting assistant professor of history, University of California at Berkeley ;
member Joint Committee Slavie Studies, American Counecil Learned Societies.

A fitiations.—1956, 65, Guggenheim Fellow; 1961, Rockefeller Fellow: 1965,
Fellow, American Council Learned Societies; Fellow, American Academy Arts
and Sciences.

Publications.—1954, Formation of the Soviet Union; 1964, Revised edition:
1959, Karamzin's Memoir on Ancient and Modern Rusgia ; 1963, Social Democracy
and the St. Petersburg Labor Movement, 1885-1897; 1969, Europe Since 1815;
1970, Struve: Liberal on the Left, 1870-1905 ; 1961, editor, Russian Intelligentsia;
1966, editor, Giles Fletcher, Of the Russe Commonwealth; 1968, editor, Revolu-
tionary Russia.

12, EUGENE VICTOR ROSTOW

Personal—Born August 25, 1913, in New York, N.Y.; son of Victor A. and
Lillian (Helman) Rostow ; married Edna B. Greenberg : children : Vietor, Jessica,
Nicholas. Education. Yale University, A.B., 1933, LI.B., 1937, M.A., 1944 ; King's
College, Cambridge University, graduate study, 1933-34. Politics: Democrat. Re-
ligion : Jewish. Home: 208 St. Roman 8t., New Haven, Conn.; (summer) Peru,
Vt. 05152 ; Office : Yale Law School, New Haven, Conn.

Career—Admitted to New York State Bar, 1937; Cravath, Swaine & Moore
(law firm), New York, N.Y., attorney, 1937-38 ; Yale University Law School, New
Haven, Conn., assistant professor, 1938-41, associate professor, 1941-44, professor
of law, 1944— dean 1955-1965. Visiting professor, University of Chiecago,
1941 ; Pitt Professor of American History and Institutions, and Fellow of King's
College, Cambridge University, 1959-60; Eastman Visiting Professor, and Fellow
of Balliol College, Oxford University, 1970-71. Adviser, U.S8. Department of State,
154244, 1961-65, Sterling Professor of Law and Puoblic Affinirs, 1965—: Un-
dersecretary of State for Political Affairs, 1966-69 ; assistant to executive secre-
tary,, United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, Geneva, Switzerland,
1949-50. William W. Cook lecturer, Mich. University, 1958 ; John R. Coen lectr., T.
Colo., 1961; Leary lectr., U. Utah, 1965, Brandeis lectr. Brandeis University,
1965. Rosenthal lectr. Northwestern Univ., 1965; atty., gen'ls nat, com. study
Auntitrust Laws, 1954-55. Mem. Advisory council of the Peace Corps, 1961 ; con-
sultant to undersecretary of state, 1961-66, Trustee Walter Meyer Inst. Legal
Research, 1958-65. Member, Judicial Council of Connecticut, 1955-65. Member :
American Law Institute, American Academy of Arts and Sciences (fellow), Phi
Beta Kappa, Alpha Delta Phi, Century Association (New York), Elizabethan
Club (Yale), Yale Club (New York). Awards, honors: Guggenheim fellowship
for study of American antitrust laws, 1959-60; M.A., 1959, L1.D., Cambridge
University, 1962; Chevalier of Legion of Honor (France), 1960;: Grand Com-
mander, Order of the Crown (Belgium), 1969,

Writings.— (Editor with J. Douglass Poteat) The Bankruptey Act of 1898,
Chicago Foundation Press, 1940; (editor) The Recession of 1937-38, University
of Debtors' Kstates, 4th edition, West Publishing, 1949 : Planning for Freedom
Press, 1948; (editor) Wesley Sturges, Cases and Other Materials on the Law
of Debtors, Estates, 4th edition, West Publishing, 1949 ; Planning for Freedom,
Yale University Press, 1959; The Sovereign Prerogative, Yale University Press,
1962 ; Law, Power, and the Pursuit of Peace (University of Nebraska Press and
Harper & Row, 1968) ; Final Report, President's Task Force on National Com-
munications Policy (H. V. Rostow, Chairman) (1968): Is Law Dead? (E. V.
Rostow, editor, 1971) ; Nemesis, Reflections on Peace as a Problem of Law (in
press).
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Sovier MmpLE East Poricy: ORIGINS AND PROSPECTS

(By Arnold L. Horelick,* The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif,)

The high profile, deep involvement, and heavy commitment of the Soviet Union
in the Middle East is unquestionable. Measured by almost any standard, the
Arab Middle Bast is the non-Communist region with which the Soviet Union
is most deeply involved. But there is real uncertainty about where Soviet policy
in the area is headed, particularly with respect to the Arab-Israeli conflict :
How deep is the Soviet military commitment to the UAR? Now that Soviet
military forces are operationally deployed, will they engage the Israelis if
fighting resumes? Under what conditions? For what purposes? What risk of con-
frontation with the United States does Moscow think it is running? What are the
constraints and limits on Soviet policy?

The events of the past year have raised these questions in particularly acute
form, but any examination must start with an effort to comprehend the forces
that drive Soviet policy in the Middle Bast, the basic factors and considerations
that govern it. What are the wellsprings of Soviet policy, and how did the
USSR zet where it is today in the Middle East?

Let me say at the pulec where § come out on this and offer the bare hones
of the argument, Soviet policy in the Middle East is a classic example of op-
portunistic adaptation to events in an unusually fluid policy environment. The
ovolution of Soviet policy in the Middle East has been largely derivate arising
out of pursuit of more highly valued extra-regional objectives, and reactive, or
improvised, in respouse to opportunities that eame up as a result of events over
which the Soviet Union had little control, or as the unintended consequence of
actions undertaken for other purposes. Some would argue that all foreign policies
evolve in that manner. To those 1 would say, yes, but rarely more so than in the
Soviet Union’s Middle East policy. If this implies disagreement with those who
emphasize the historical continuity of Soviet policy and harp on the age-old
Russian imperial drive to warm-water ports in the south, that is what is intended.

EARLY BSOVIET POLICY

Few, if any, observers of the post-World War IT scene could have foreseen
the pace and scope of the USSR's penetration of the Arab Middle East during
the past decade and a half. To Stalin and his associates this must have seemed
o most improbably susceptible and only marginally interesting target area. The
Arab world, it must be emphasized, was never a high-priority region for Soviet
foreign policy until the mid-1950s. Soviet Middie Eastern poliecy had always
been fixed on the contiguous non-Arab Moslem states of Turkey and Iran. In
this preoccupation, the Bolsheviks were in aceord with the traditions of Tsarist
foreign policy. For Tsarist Russia, the *I tern Question” revolved around the
fate of Constantinople and the Turkish St ts and the disposition of the Balkan
territories of the crumbling Ottoman Empire. The Sultan’s Arab domains aroused
Russian inferest intermittently, but only in response to opportunities for exploit-
ine them to threaten Constantinople from the rear (e.g.. the epizode of Cather-
ine's extension of military assistance to Egypt). Imperial Russia's primary ob-

* Any views expressed in this Paper are those of the anthor, They should not be interpreted
as reflecti the views of The RAND Corporation or the offi opinion or poliev of any
of its ‘mental or private research sponsors. Papers are reprduced by The RAND Corp-
oration as a courtesy 1 s of its staff,

The present Py r iz edited transeript of a talk given by the anthor on November 21,
1970 at a conferenc Soviet T'oll in the Near and Middl ast at Afrlie Honse, War-

. Virginin. The paper draws heavily on material published earlier in A. 8. Becker
' 1. Horelick. Soviet Policy in the Middle East, The RAND Corporation, R—504-FF.
September 1970.
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jective in seeking to control the Turkish Straits was not so much to challenge
the West's naval monopoly in the Mediterranean as to prevent or limit the
passage of Western men-of-war from the Mediterranean into the Black Sea.

The October Revolution temporarily changed the thrust of traditional Russian
Middle East policy, but not its geographical locus. Abandoning territorial and
comercial claims against its southern neighbors, the new Soviet Republic
moved to cultivate good state-to-state relations with Turkey and Persia, at least
to neutralize them and prevent them from falling into the camp of the British,
whom the Soviets continued, until after World War II, to regard as their prin-
cipal apponent to the south. It was this same anti-British impulse that led to
the Bolsheviks to sound the call for a general uprising throughout the Arab
world, divided as it was by a variety of dependency devices between the British
and the French. But the call had little effect. The Soviet Union was physically
denied entreé to that part of the world during the inter-war vears and the small
illegal CP’s in the area, composed largely of minoritarian members and operating
on the basis of ineredibly inept Comintern directives, remained narrowly sec-
tarian in outlook and failed to establish vital relationships with the rising
forces of Arab nationalism.

It may be asked whether this prolonged Soviet quiescence in the Arab world
signified low interest or merely lack of opportunity. In foreign policy matters,
interest and opportunity are too interdependent to permit a definitive answer.
Without interest, opportunity will neither be perceived nor geized : interest too
long denied a chance for advancement will eventnally fade. This much ean bhe
said, however: Neither ideological preconceptions, cultural affinity, historicnl
inertia, or strategic ealenlations impelled the Soviet Union to search for op-
portunities for penetrating the Arab Mididle East. At the same time, the Soviet
Union's lack of physical access to the Arab world and the weakness of the
Communist movement there acted as barriers to the stimulation of strong interest
in Arab affairs in the Politburo.

There was one brief but fateful exception to this general rule of low Soviet
political profile in the area: the Soviet Union’s active support for the partition
of Palestine and the creation of the State of Israel, 19471948, Moscow's sudden
deparfure from Bolshevism’s traditional hostility to Zionism in 1947-1948 was
no shortsighted blunder soon corrected by the Soviet leaders, nor was it a
Machiavellian ploy that worked out with brilliant success. In voting for partition,
recognizing Israel, and facilitating the shipment of arms from Eastern Europe
to defend the new state, the Soviet Union was not provoking the anger of tens
of millions of Arabs merely to gain the goodwill of 600,000 Palestine Jews: but
neither were the Soviet leaders so clairvoyant as to foresee the ineredible chain
of events that would eventually make Soviet clients of Israel’s hitterest enemies,
The TISSR’s Palestine policy in 1947-1948 was governed by the same objective
that had guided it since the creation of the mandate system: the quickest pos-
sible expulsion of the British, whom early Bolsheviks regarded ag the wily and
powerful leaders of the international anti-Soviet camp (a role not unlike that
attributed to it during the nineteenth century by the Tsar's ministers).

By 1947, the militant, disciplined, and highly organized Jews of Palestine had
proven to be the only effective anti-British foree in the country. With Britain
abont to withdraw. partition seemed the best alternative to ward off a UN-spon-
sored trusteeship plan that would doubtless have been administered by Western
military forces,

Still, I think Soviet willingness to inenr the wrath of the Arab world in 1047-
1948 shows how little impressed Moscow was then with the anti-imperialist po-
tential of Arab nationalism, But then the USSR showed little enthusiasm for any
of the non-Communist Afro-Asian national liberation movements in the early
postwar years, and was particularly suspicious of those that achieved statehood
by peaceful means. By the early 1950s it was clear that the undifferentiated “im-
perialist lackey” model of the new nations no longer served Soviet purposes. The
determination of developing nations, such as India and Burma, to pursue inde-
pendent, neutralist and passionately anti-imperialist (hence potentially anti-
Western) foreign policies could no longer simply be ignored, even if Soviet
ideologists con'1 not wet satisfactorily explain it. There was a real danger of
foreclosing important foreign policy options for the USSR and permitting the
budding neutralists to fall into the Western eamp by default, Stalin's death
speeded up the reorientation of Soviet policy toward the Third World, hut the
absence of an authoritative single leader and the stubborn opposition of influential
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surviving members of the Old Guard prevented a sudden radical reorientation.
The doctrinal underpinnings for the new policy were not built until the XX
CPSU Congress in February 1956,

OPENING TO THE ARAR WORLD

But the real Soviet breakthrough in the Arab Middle East had already occurred
the year before. More decisive than the ongoing process of ideological revision
in Moscow was the new threat and the simultaneous opportunity for undermining
it that was suddenly created by formation of the Baghdad Paet. The price paid
by the West for the dubious advantage of bringing a single Arab state, Iraq, into
its allinnce system proved exorbitant. Formation of the Baghdad Pact created a
community of interests between Egypt and the Soviet Union where none had
existed before and set the stage for the USSR's dramatic breakthrough into the
Arab Middle East.

Moscow’s predictable ire had presumably been discounted by the signatory
governments, but the Baghdad Pact's searing impact on the Arab world had not
been go clearly foreseen, It polarized the states of the region between Iraq and
Egypt, which assumed leadership of anti-Baghdad Arab nationalist forces, and
it eatapulted Nasser into world prominence as leader of anti-Western Arab na-
tionalism. Nasser now shared with the Soviet Union a set of common objectives:
to prevent othér Arab states from joining the Baghdad Pact ; to undermine Iraq's
position as potential leader of a pro-Western group of Arab states; and to elim-
inate remaining Western military footholds in the Arab world.

Arms from the Soviet Bloe, in unprecedented volume, not only provided Nasser
with a means to eircumvent Western limitations on arms deliveries without
having to align himself with the West as Iraq had done; it also provided Egypt
with what must have seemed excellent prospects for overcoming Israeli military
superiority, again demonstrated in February 1955 by a large Israeli raid on
Egyptian positions in the Gaza Strip.

For the Soviets, on the other hand, the effect of their arms deliveries to Egypt
on the Arab-Israel regional military balance was a marginal consideration, per-
haps even slightly embarrassing; Communist spokesmen carefully avoided con-
necting the arms deal with the Arab-Israel conflict, representing it exclusively
as “a commercial arrangement” intended to strengthen Egypt’s independence of
the West. Soviet relations with Israel had long since soured and the USSR in
1954 had begun to vote occasionally on the Arab side at the UN, but Moscow denied
that the arms deal had anything to do with the Arab-Israel dispute. Moscow
considered the possibility of sabotaging the Baghdad Pact more than enongh
reason for making the arms deal. The Soviet leaders hoped that Egypt’s rejection
of alliance with the West would prove eontagious. If “reactionary” Arab monarchs
should fall in the process, so much the better, but at this stage it was Nasser's
anti-Westernism rather than the internal character of his regime that Moscow
wished other Arab states to emulate. Soviet observers perceived no “socialist”
tendencies in the pre-1956 Nasser regime. At best the revolution Nasser claimed
to be leading counld qualify in Soviet eyes as “anti-fendal” (agrarian reformist) -
it was expected that Egypt would rely on private capital for its industrialization
and would follow an essentially capitalist path of development.

Khrushchev and his colleagues could hardly have expected that provision of
Soviet Bloc arms to Egypt would make of Nasser an ally or even a steady client.
They could not yet have had much confidence in Nasser's reliahility - the \West
was still actively courting him, particularly with the Aswan High Dam offer.
Nor was Soviet strategic power great enough to lend effective support to a distant
ally who might come under armed attack, and who could not readily be dis-
ciplined to avert military confrontations. Loeally, the Soviet Union had no
military presence at all, lacking both reliable access to the region and instruments
for projecting its military power. '

It would be a mistake to infer from the prominent role that the Soviet Mediter-
ranean Sfm;'.ldrnn came o play in the USSR’s Middle Eastern policy a decade later
that the 1955 “breakthrough” reflected revived Soviet aspirations in the Mediter-
ranean. On the contrary, only the year before, Soviet naval policy had entered a
decidedly :m_ri-hlah seas phas:[‘. from which it did not change until the next
decade. I‘t‘{?rrl.?\"l_\' when the USSR was activating its Middle Eastern policy,
Khrushchev dismissed Navy Minister Admiral Kuznetsov, a long-time proponent
of a large blue-water Soviet fleet (including aircraft earriers and overseas naval
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bases), and announced his intention to scrap virtually the entire Soviet cruiser
force, downgrade surface ships, and concentrate naval investment on submarines.
Achievement of the Soviet Union’s limited “spoiling” objective in the Middle East
did not require an actual Soviet military presence in the area; moreover, given
the great disparity between U.S. and Soviet forces globally as well as regionally,
a Soviet effort to establish a Middle East military foothold in the 1950s would
probably have been rejected as “adventurist” as well as unnecessary.

BUEZ AND ITS AFTERMATH

The year that followed Nasser's announcement of the arms deal in September
1955 was crucial for the evolution of Soviet policy. The Suez crisis transformed
the politics of the Middle East in ways that neither the Russians nor the
Egyptians could have foreseen, opening broad new fields of action in the region
for both. The Soviet leaders displayed for the first time during that period what
have since emerged as recurrent traits of Seviet Middle East crisis behavior.
Moscow's decision to provide arms to Nasser had deeply exacerbated Egypt's
relations with the West and had helped to escalate the Arab-Israeli conflict as
well. The first of these developments suited Moscow's interests, and the second
was compatible with them, provided actual hostilities that might wipe out the
center of Arab anti-Westernism could be averted. Once the catalytic effects of
the arms deal began to make themselves felt, however, Moscow's control over
events, including the behavior of its new friend, proved to be limited.

Bulganin was probably telling the truth when he wrote to Anthony Fden
and Guy Mollet that “we learned about the nationalization of the Canal only from
the radio.”” But if Moscow was not consulted or even informed in advance about
the Suez nationalization, the Soviet leaders nonetheless enthusiastically endorsed
the Egvptian President’s provocative act of defiance and opposed all efforts to
defuse the crisis by creating an international regime for the management of the
Canal. The Soviet Union egged Nasser on, warned the British and French against
using force to impose their will, and failed to take any initiative to avert a mili-
tary conflict even when war clonds gathered ominously over the Mediterranean in
mid-October.

When it became clear that the United States would insist upon British, French,
and Israeli withdrawal, the Soviet leaders warned Israel that its very existence
was threatened by participation in the attack on BEgypt and even issued vague
hints of a BSoviet rocket attack against Britain and France. While these Soviet
threats—Moscow’s first tentative exercise in ballistic blackmail—evidently did
not play a decisive role in the decision of the Western powers to liquidate the
enterprise, they did gain for the Soviet Union politically valuable credit in the
Arab world for achieving that outcome. These threats, though essentially empty,
probably seemed reinforced by bold Soviet words during the 1957 and 1958
“erises” in Syria and Iraq and may also have aroused mistaken expectations in
some Arab quarters about Soviet willingness to use force on behalf of Arab
clients.

Instead of toppling Nasser and wiping out Russia’s newly acquired foothold,
the ill-fated Anglo-French-Israeli adventure at Suez enhanced still further the
rising prestige of the Egyptian President and his Soviet supporters who took
credit for seenring the withdrawal. It sueceeded only in turning the retraction
of British power and influence from the Eastern Mediterranean into a headlong
rout., Britain's expulsion, completed two years later by the overthrow of the
Hashemites and Nuri as Said in Baghdad, left the Soviet Union face to face in
the Middle East with the United States, which moved guickly to replace Great
Britain as guardian of Western interests in the area.

The Suez War also increased the salience of the Arab-Israeli conflict, both in
the loeal politics of the region and in Soviet Middle Eastern policy. After ‘Sm\z
the Soviet leader no longer had to pretend that their military support of Egynt
and of other Arab states which they began to supply was unrelated to the Arab-
Israel dispute. On the contrary, that festering conflict became the centerpiece
of Soviet policy, which increasingly linked it with the broader :-:I'rnf,:::h- between
“imperialism’™ (headed by the United States, which nsed ]s:'u_(-l as its tool) and
the “Arab national liberation movement™ (headed by the Soviet-supported “pro-
eressive’” Arab regimes). e
"~ During the two years that were bracketed by the Suez War of 1956 and the
Baghdad coup of 1958, the limited objectives that had originally brought the




193

Soviet Union into the Arab Middle East were essentlally realized. Not only was
the West's attempt to incorporate the Arab states of the Eastern Mediterranean
into an anti-Soviet military alliance paralyzed, but the original Baghdad Pact
system was itself crippled by the defection of Iraq.

With the disintegration of the Baghdad Pact system, the Soviet Union ceased
1o regard its position in the Arab Middle East exclusively in instrumental terms
as contributing to the realization of essentially extra-regional strategic goals;
Moscow began to concern itself more directly with political objectives in the
Middle East per se. For several years the Soviet leaders had evidently been
prepared to trade their new position of special advantage as arms supplier to
Egypt and Syria for Western agreement to desist from efforts to organize an
anti-Soviet bloe in the Middle East. After the 1958 Iraq coup the Soviet leaders
no longer adyanced such proposals, evidently believing they now had more to
gain from supplying arms to the radical Arab states than from curtailing U,S.
military ties with the “Northern Tier” states, ties which were weakening in
any case, By the end of the 1950s it was also already clear that the immiinent
advent of intercontinental missiles would greatly reduce the st rategic significance
of the Middle East in the overall U.S.-Soviet military balance,

Once Moscow determined that its presence in the Middle East was to be more
than a transient, extra-regionally driven one, longer-term Soviet poliey tied itself
to exploiting the two central conflicts that were polarizing the political military
forces of the region. First, the inter-Arab strugele, initially within the ranks of
the anti-Western states of Egypt, Syria, and Iraq, but later chiefly between the
radical Arab states and the Western-oriented conservative or traditional states,
including the oil-rich Gulf states; and second, the Arab-Israel conflict, which. on
the Arab side, had greatest salience for Egypt and Syria, the USSR's chief clients,
and Jordan, an American protegdé.

With respect to the first conflict—the one with the highest potential pay-off
for the Soviet Union—=Soviet policy found itself seriously hampered by chronie
disputes among radical Arab clients, conflicts that compelled Moscow to make
painful choices between disputants, and that weakened the effectiveness of the
radical nationalist effort to subvert traditionalist pro-Western regimes else-
where in the Middle East. Moreover, Nasser's refusal to reach a modus vivendi
with his own Communists was a eontinuing source of embarrassment to the Soviet
Union, particularly after 1960 when pressure against Moscow from leftist forces
inside the world Communist movement began to grow. But while Khrushehey
went so far as to make public erificisms of Nasser's harsh treatment of Com-
munists in the UAR and showered favors on Kassem in Iraq, the USSR was
careful not to permit state-to-state relations with Cairo to deteriorate. Substan-
tial financial and technical assistance for Egypt's economic development contin-
ued despite tensions during 1959-1961. Moscow seems to have made a clear de-
termination that Egypt was indeed the pivotal state for Soviet policy in the region
and stuck doggedly to that decision.

Events soon proved the wisdom of Soviet restraint in dealing with Nasser dur-
ing the tense years of their relationship. The alternatives, both Syrian and ITraqgi,
turned sour. Moreover, the Soviet view of Nasser improved considerably, By
1964, before Khrushchev's ouster, a modus vivendi between Nasser and his Com-
munists was worked out and Egypt’s internal course after 1961 took a progres-
sively more leftist course, with wholesale expropriation and nationalization crea-
ting a large public sector in the economy,

TIHE SIX-DAY WAR

The June 1987 War was the third major turning point in the evolution of
Soviet Middle East policy. It has already had profound effects on the depth of
Soviet involvement, the scope of Soviet policy, and on the balance in Soviet
political deliberations between regional and global factors. It set in motion a train
of events and created a new set of circumstances that have placed Soviet policy
on a new plane, with new branch points of decision which could have fateful
consequences for the future of the region as well as for broader global guestions
involving U.S.-Soviet relations.

The condnet of the Soviet leaders in the pre-crisis period, during the war and
its immediate aftermath have been variously interpreted: (1) Some observers
concluded that the Soviet Union had deliberately encouraged a rise in tension,
willingly accepting its war-provoking potential ; (2) to others, the same behavior
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suggested not so much (mis)ecaleulated deliberation as gross irresponsibility,
reflecting a radical underestimation of the volatile forces at work in the crisis.
There is something to both of these perceptions.

The events of 1967 are still close enough to us in time so that the evidence
bearing on the Soviet Union’s role is probably still fairly fresh in your minds:
Moscow’s warnings to Egypt about an impending Israeli attack on Syria; public
Soviet approval of the dispatch of Egyptian troops and armor into the Sinai and
the USSR’s endorsement of Nasser’s demand for the removal of UNEF forces
from Egyptian territory, though not for the blockade of the Tiran Straits; Mos-
cow's obstructionist tactics in the UN against efforts to lift the blockade of the
Tiran Straits through negotiations; and her failure to correct publicly or pri-
vately Bgyption interpretations of Soviet promises of support that went far be-
yond anything that Moscow had theretofore asserted or subsequently stated it
was prepared to endorse at the time. This evidence permits a range of interpre-
tations regarding the extent of Soviet instigation and leaves unclear the point
at which events slipped beyond Moscow's ability to influence them decisively.
Certainly, however, Soviet miscalculations contributed in no small measure to
the outbreak of the June 1967 War.

Soviet decisionmakers seriously underestimated the volatility of the festering
Arab-Israel conflict. They displayed a poor understanding of the built-in escala-
ifory pressures operating on the leaderships of both sides. Just as Moscow failed
to appreciate before the May 1967 crisis how provoeative Syrian-based terrorist
activities were to Israel, the Soviet leaders overestimated the Israeli Govern-
ment’s willingness or ability to tolerate indefinitely the blockade of Eilat and
the Egvptian mobilization in the Sinai. This may have reflected the Soviet lead-
ers’ underestimation of Israel's capacity for independent action. Moscow's strat-
egy of promoting radical Arab unity on a militantly anti-Israel basis revealed a
startling ignorance of the powerful assoeciation in the Arab national conscious-
ness hefween unity and revenge against Israel. Finally, the Soviets evidently
miscalculated the regional military balance, assuming considerably greater mili-
tary capacities for their clients than they were to demonstrate.

Once Israel struck, the Soviet Union made clear by its reactions the rank order
of its priority objectives in the Middle East at that time. Moscow's immediate
resort to the hot line dramatically demonstrated its overarching interest in
avoiding a military confrontation with the United States. For the USSR's clients,
this meant there could be no direct Soviet intervention to prevent a calamious
rout at Tsrael’s hands.

Faced with one of the great debacles of its foreign policy, the Soviet Union
might conceivably have chosen after June to disengage itself from the radical
Arab cause, gradually if not all at once. Perhaps such an alternative was con-
sidered in Moscow in the aftermath of the June War; there is some evidence of
division in the leadership at that time. If g0, a decision was nonetheless taken
quickly to keep all options open on the Arab side by instituting massive arms
deliveries and extending full diplomatic and politieal support. This decision
hardened into Soviet poliey in the months and years that followed.

Nothing demonstrates more vividly than the evolving pattern of diplomaecy
with respect to the Middle East crisis—heginning with the UN debhates, Kosygin's
meeting with President Johnson at Glassboro, and later the Four Power and
especially the Two Power consultations—how firmly established the Soviet
Union has become since June 1967, despite the humiliating defeat of its clients,
as one of the two Big Powers in the region. After what appeared to be a near
fatal setback to the Soviet position in the region, the role and presence of the
USSR continued to grow in several dimensions at once until in 1970 foreign
observers were beginning to wonder whether the Soviet Union had not already
supplanted the United States as the biggest of the biggest two external powers
operating in the region.

First, the scope of Soviet policy in the Middle East was greatly enlarged after
the June War. The creation of the People’s Republic of South Yemen in Noyvem-
ber 1967 and Leftist coups in the Sudan and Libya in 1969, angmented the
ranks of the “progressive” Arab states and created a still broader field for the
growth of Soviet influence. However, while the Soviet Union's support was wel-
comed in the new radieal states, patron-client ties were not firmly estahlished.
As for the radical Arab states of prewar vintage, while their overall dependence
on the Soviet Union for arms and political support increased even more, the
USSR did not succeed in achieving a high degree of political control in any
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client state. Only with the UAR did the USSR appear to have an intimate politi-
cal relationship, but clearly not one in which Egypt was a mere satellite.

Soviet lines of communication throughout the area generally and from the
Middle East into Kast Africa have spread rapidly in the past several years.
However, maritime expansion has been severely constrained by the closure of the
Suez Canal, which makes the Persian Gulf less accessible to the Soviet Union's
Mediterranean Squadron than to its Pacific Fleet,

In the wake of the June War the Soviet Union has entered a small opening
wedge into Arab oil resources, In addition to assisting Syria in the development
of its small oil fields, the USSR has acquired a contract from Iraq to explore new
oil flelds and is to be paid for its services in erude oil, a practice that is becom-
ing common in Soviet technical deals with nationalized oil companies.

Since the June War, the Soviet Union has delivered arms to some ten states
in the region, six of which (UAR, Syria, Iraq, Algeria, the Yemen, PRSY)
have military establishments that are essentially Soviet-equipped and dependent
almost exelusively upon the Soviet Union for spare parts and replacements,

At least until the spring of 1970 the most dramatic manifestation of the
USSR's enhanced presence was the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron, which has
grown substantially in size and capabilities since the June War. The initial
impetus for the creation of the Squadron around 1964 seems to have come from
a requirement to cover the U.S. seaborne nuclear deterrent force in the Medi-
terranean, particularly the Polaris submarine force, The Soviet Mediterranean
Squadron still appears to be configured primarily for anti-carrier attack force
and anti-submarine missions. A desire to improve the Soviet Union’s capability
to project military power into remote areas was probably also a factor in the
decision to deploy the Mediterranean Squadron. In any case this factor grew
in =ignificance as Soviet interests in the area came under military threat and
opportunities grew for the Soviet Union to exercise its naval force in the Medi-
terranean. Even with its relatively modest present capabilities, the Soviet Medi-
terranean Squadron has already had a significant psycho-political effect in the
region and has created some new military options for the USSR.

1. The West's naval monopoly in the Mediterranean has been broken. For
the first time in its history, Russia has established a permanent naval presence
there, giving it the advantage of visibility in both southern Europe and the
Moslem littoral states.

2. By some unknown degree, the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron has degraded
the strategic offensive capabilities of the U.S. Sixth Fleet and of Polaris sub-
marines stationed in the Mediterranean.

3. Some measure of deterrent support for the Soviet Union’s Arab clients is
probably provided by the presence of Soviet ships from the squadron in Arab
ports.

4. Although the principal constraint on the use of the Sixth Fleet in the
Middle East is the dearth of Arab states that would welcome if, the presence
of the Soviet Mediterranean Sguadron has probably also contributed in some
measure to 1.8, perceptions of reduced freedom of military action in the region.
5. The Soviet Union now has a capability to make at least small unopposed
amphibious landings from waterways of the Middle East. This creates the pos-
sibility for future Soviet faits accomplis in remote unprotected areas where even
small-scale operations might have large political consequences.

6. The Soviet Mediterranean Squadron also provides the Soviet Union with a
possible force for use on request to help maintain internally threatened Arab
clients.

7. Creation of the Soviet Squadron provides the basis for a possible future
extension of Soviet naval operations into the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, and
the Indian Ocean, but this depends heavily on reopening of the Suez Canal.

The physical presence of the Soviet Union on the ground in the Middle
East has grown substantially since the June War and most dramatically in the
past year. Soviet military advisers and technicians attached to the TAR and
Srrvian armed forces, estimated around the end of 1969 at 3000 for VAR and
1000 in Syria, are believed to have trebled or guadrupled in strength during
1970 as the result of large infusions into Egypt. Soviet officers are reported
to be not only with UAR training units in the rear but also with operational
units along the Suez front. Elements of the Mediterranean Squadron are present
a good deal of the time in Egyptian and Syrian ports, and toward the end of

1067 Soviet bomber squadrons made occasional publicized visits to Arab military
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airfields. During 1968 it became known that Soviet crews in TU-16 aircraft
with UAR markings were providing land-based reconnaissance support for the
Soviet naval forces in the Mediterranean.

Last spring there was a sudden and alarming increase in the Soviet on-site
military presence in Egypt. Apparently implementing an agreement reached with
Nasser during his January 1970 visit to Moscow, the Soviet Union began to
emplace at key points in the Nile Delta highly advanced SAM-3 surface-to-air
missiles, reportedly manned by Soviet personnel. In mid-April, Israel charged
that Soviet pilots were flying “combat sorties” in the Nile Delta region; Wash-
ington confirmed that Soviet pilots had taken to the air in Egyptian MIG—21s,
evidently to protect the new SAM-3 installations. During the first half of the
vear, the network of Soviet-supplied air defense missile weapons was moved
forward into the Suez Canal Zone where the attempted deployment encountered
heavy Israeli air attacks. At the end of July, just before the standstill cease-fire
was agreed to by the UAR and Egypt, Soviet-piloted MIG-21-Ts and Israeli
aireraft clashed in the first reported direct combat between Soviet and Israeli
military personnel. I shall comment further on the implications of these events
in my concluding remarks.

NEW OPPORTUNITIES, NEW DANGERS

The enlarged Soviet role and presence in the Middle East since the June war
means in the first instance that there are now powerful vested interests in
Soviet Middle East policy operating at various levels in the Soviet policymaking
structure, With 10.000-14.000 “instroctor” and “adviser” personnel on the ground.
40 to 60 ships at sea nearby, Soviet pilots flying regular reconnaissance missions
from Egyptian bases, others ready to seramble in MIG-21-J jets from UAR air-
fields, units manning SAM-3 missile sites, a huge (by Soviet standards) foreign
aid program, ete., it is clear that there has been an expansion and proliferation
of key bureaucracies whose fortunes are directly connected with counrse and
ontcome of Soviet policy in that area.

Unfortunately we know too little about the character of bureaucratic polities
tn the post-Khrushehevy Soviet Union and abont the weights and inflnences of
competing groups to be able to predict policy outcomes with any confidence. We
can employ logic to identify the agencies involved, but we can rarely make high
eonfidence guesses about the positions they would take on given policy issues.
For example, in the Soviet military, the interests of the Navy, the PVO (anti-
air defense), tactical air and the Soviet version of our MAG are deeply in-
volved. The Navy may argue against heavy ground involvement, the Air Force may
stress the Navy's vulnerability to air attack since it lacks organie air defense,
PVO might be straining for liberalized rules of engagement that wonld enable
its units to try their hand against the Israeli Air Foree. The Soviet MAG, if
U.S. experience is any precedent at all, is probably reporting that the UAR army *
is making great progress and will soon be able to operate on its own if only an
additional inerement of advisers and extension of programs is authorized : “Egyp-
tianization” is around the corner. The KGB doubtless iz concerned ahout in-
stitutionalizing the Soviet presence through its own distinetive means. Some-
where in the Central Committee apparat, people worry about political and soclal
conditions in Egypt, if not for ideological reasons, then for the practical one of
protecting the heavy Soviet investment.

For large policy questions, what this means is that the range of operational
objectives for which interested groups can now make plausible arguments in
the Polithuro has been greatly extended. Opportunities for Soviet policy have
become more varied and far-reaching, and better instruments are now availahle
for policy implementation. T would snspect that the Politburo has heard cases
made for some, if not all of these. fairly ambitions Soviet poliey zoals in region :

1. Further restriction of American influence In the Arab world and of Ameri-
can aceess fo its resonrces and people : eventually, expulsion of the United States
and achievement of unchallenged Soviet predominance at the erossroads of the
European, Asian, and African continents.

2. Replacement of British influence in the Gulf area as Britain lignidates Its
military presence east of Suez; at a minimum, frustration of any UT.S. efforf to
fill the void.

3. Radicalization of politics in the enrrently moderate and traditionalist parts
of the Arab world through support and encouragement of the undermining activi-
ties of the radical Arab states or of local insurgent movements.
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4. Increased access to Arab oil, as well as attainment of some capacity to
influence the terms on which the West receives Arab oil.

5. Establishment of the first substantial Soviet sphere of influence in a non-
cantiguous area.

6. Eventually, perhaps communization of the region or part of it—probably
the remotest goal in the list.

The expanded Soviet role and presence in the Middle East also opens per-
spectives for the Soviet Union with respect to related extra-regional obhjectives.

1. While “turning NATO’s southern flank” in the traditional military sense
implies a level of war so high as to make such a maneuver extraneous even if
technically feasible, the Soviet military presence in the Mediterranean, particu-
larly if it were augmented and provided with air cover, could be exploited politi-
cally in peacelime to strengthen neutralist trends in the Mediterranean NATO
states.

2. Creation of a base for future Soviet operations in Bast Africa (particularly
through Egypt and the Sudan).

3. Establishment of a maritime communications base for a deepened Soviet
strategic relationship with India, which may have become a long-term Soviet
security objective in the light of deteriorating Sino-Soviet relations,

It opportunities to extend Soviet objectives in the Middle East have grown in
the aftermath of the June 1967 War, so too have the dangers confronting Soviet
policy in the region. The dangers are clironic and stem from the political insta-
bility, economic backwardness, and social dis-cohesiveness of the radical regimes
that provide the USSR with its political base in the Middle East. These funda-
mental flaws and deficiencies were exacerbated by the traumatie shoek of the
Six Day War, which also revealed that in the absence of fundamental change in
the Arab social order, even lavish supplies of advanced Soviet armaments could
not make Arab armies perform like modern military forces,

In a sense, the increase of Soviet influence in client states after the June War
is not so much a tribute to the diplomatie skill and persuasive powers of the
Soviet leaders as a mark of the further weakening of their protégzdés. which only
deepened their dependency on the patron. From Moscow’s point of view, this
weakness may appear so profound that it debases the political value of the de-
pendency relationship that arises from it. A political base is built so that it ean
he used to achieve some political end. But the Soviet Union’s extensive political
base in the Middle Kast has seemed so insecure that shoring it up has become
the major Soviet policy preoccupation in the region. Preserving that base has
increasingly requived Moscow fto make as its own, causes that seem essential to
its clienfs’ survivial but are themselves of litfle or no intrinsie value to the
U'SSR. Currenfly such a caunse is “liquidation of the traces of the Tsraeli aggres-
sion,” above all the withdrawal or eviction of Tsraeli military forees from Arab
territories oceupied during the June War. Pursuit of that eause by the necessary
means could entail costs and risks that the Soviet Union is unwilling to assume
on its client’s behalf: failure to achieve that objective. however, conld bring
down those shaky clients upon whom the entire Soviet Middle Bastern position
has been built.

Soviet policymakers are thns exposed in the Middle Bast to a set of risks and
dangers that are a function of their clients’ weakness and their enemies’
strength and resolve. Those in Soviet poliey eircles impressed with the larger in-
ferests jeopardized by a high commitment-Soviet noliey in the Middle East, or
who are concerned with the opportunity costs of the present poliey, or who are
ideologieally predisposed against close collaboration with bourgeois-nationalist
regimes of the radical Arab type, have probably been making these kinds of
arguments:

1. Client regimes may be toppled for any one of a variety of reasons which the
Soviet Union eannot control or ean control only at great cost and risk: if the
clients seek a “military solution” and are again defeated by Israel: if they agree
to a “political solution” that unleashed violent domestic reaetion: if they make
neither full-seale war nor peace and their “attrition” eampaign fails to dislodge
the Tsraelis; or if, through preoccupation with the struggle against Israel, they
fail to make minimal economie, social, and political gains at home.,

2, The Soviet Union faces the risk of military confrontation with the United
States if it participates direetly in an Arab war aganst Tsrael (Soviet estimates
of this risk may be changing, however), but it faces humiliation for itself and
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perhaps fatal defeat for its ¢
Soviet support.

3. The danger of betrayal has always haunted Soviet relations with bourgeois-
nationalist allies. To the extent that A rab clients of the USSR come to pereeive
the United States as the only power capable of dislodging Israel—even if they
are convinced of Washington’s disinclination to do so—this danger will persist
in Soviet eyes.

4. A real settlement of the Arab-Israel dispute, on the other hand, or limited
agreements that drastically reduced its salience, including arms control agree-
ments, or eéven habituation to a new status quo, would reduce criticnl Arab de-
pendence on the Soviet Union for weapons and for political support in the Arab-
Israel dispute. Dependence based on the need for foreign economic and technical
assistance could readily be transferred to a Western donor.

5. Finally, even if all of these dangers can be averted and Soviet clients pre-
Berved, the question will still remain whether the costs and risks of maintaining
and inereasing Soviet influence in the Arab world will be justified by the bene-
fits received. Maintenance and extension of the Soviet position is almost certain
to grow in economic cost. The present clients of the USSR are all economically
wenk and have few resources needed by the USSR. Those that have some oil re-
sources desperately need for development purposes the revenue they can earn
from selling it. Their political instability makes the risk component of any
Soviet investment in their future high and in that sense raises the cost of =uch
an investment. Finally, increased Soviet political and economie investment in a
growing number of “progressive” Arah states will almost certainly generate de-
mands for a beefed-np and costly Soviet military presence in the region,

Because the Soviet position in the Middle East presents Moscow with such a
mixed bag of opportunities and risks and becanse evidence bearing on how So-
viet leaders weigh these factors and combine them in policy packages is so sparse,
there is considerable disargeement in the foreign policy eommunity abont what
the Soviet Union really is after, partienlarly with respect to the A rab-Tsrael
confliet. Tn my view it is not very productive to thin
sharply demareated either/or terms :

Do the Russians want a peaceful settlement or

Do they want to maintain indefinitely a state o

Do they want to act in concert with the U.8.,
Israel to help bring abont a settlement, o

Da they want to back the T1.S. into a corner in the Middle BEast, Isolating it by
enconraging its exclusive identifica tion as Israel's champion?

In introducing Soviet forces into the region, does Moscow want to provide
the UAR with a military capacity fo drive Israel ont of ocenpied territories hy
force, even to gain the upper hand in a general war, o

Do the Soviets merely wish fo strengthen Fg
over gottlement ?

These questions eannnt he answered with eanfidence |
not pursuing a one-track policy in the Middle Fast. Sovief noliey since at least
the end of 1968 has heen multi-tracked. Tt is a poliey in which several optinns
are being kent open while a varietv of inte r-related, partly overlapning and
partly eomneting ohjectives are being pursned simnltanenusly. with events the

lients if they should launch a new war without active

k about these questions in

f high but eonfrolled tension?
using Washington's influence with

¥pt's bargaining position in talks

weeanse the Soviet Union is

chief determinant of which track is the ingide track at anv moment.

\ Soviet preferred outcome is easier to deseribe than the one Moscow may

ultimately prove willine to accept. The preferred outcome wonld he a political
solution to the June War that restores the terriforinl status quo at the lowost
cost in political concessiong to Soviet clients and that gains for the Soviet T'nion
eredit in the Arah world for comnelline Teraeli withdrawal and condemnation of
the TI.8. for echamnionine—nnsuceessfully thanks to the Soviet Union—the Tsraeli
canse. The Soviets have no serions reason tn fear that
accentahle to their Arah olients wonld so thoroughly pacifv the region ag to make
external militarv assistance a dead issne: and thev have everv reason to he
confident that thev ennld continne tn onthid even the most “evenhanded” 179
administration for Arab favar in the arms transfor field.

Workineg to achieve this nreferred onteome, in greater or lesser degree, re-
avires a mixture of diplomatie activity and military and political pressure
aghinst Tsrael. of rivalry with the Tnited States and ecooperation with it, of

military snpport for elients, hut also the use of political leverage in dealing with
them.

any nolitieal solution
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GROWING SOVIET INTERVENTIONIST PROPENSITIES

What has been thrown into question during the past year, introducing a new
and dangerous element in the equation, is the stability of the assumption for-
merly strongly held in the United States as well as in Israel, and apparently
in the UAR as well, about the strength of the USSR's disinclination to involve
itself directly in military operations in the region. The cease-fire has provided
a temporary breather, but Soviet forces are now so positioned that were the
cease-fire to break down that key assumption might have to be tested in the
most acute fashion.

I must say that since the beginning of this year I have revised my own esti-
mates ahont Soviet willingness to have their own military forces become engaged
in the Middle East conflict. The Soviet involvement and commitment have deep-
ened in a more rapidly aceelerated manner than I anticipated. Why this has
happened may have a bearing on how far the process will go. Clearly the
tactics chosen by the Israelis in responding to Nasser’s unilateral denunciation
of the cease-fire in the spring of 1969 had a great deal to do with it. The deep
penetration raids forced the issue, prematurely if not unneces=arily. The key
Soviet deeision was taken during Nasser's secret January trip when it may
have seemed to the Soviet leaders that nothing short of a Soviet-bmilt, directed
and partially manned integrated air defense system could save their man in
Cairo. The deployment of SAM-3s and initiation of operational flights by Soviet
pilots in April had an immediate and profound effect, Not only did the Israelis
cease operations in the Delta region promptly, but the American reaction ex-
pressed more anxiety than it did resolve te stop the Soviet involvement, not
to speak of nndoing it. At least this is the way I think Moscow saw it.

The notion that the Soviet-built and partially manned air defense system
would stop well short of the canal eembat zone was, so far as 1 know., an
Israeli and V.S, assumption, more the produet of wishful thinking than of
any formal Soviet nndertaking.

The cease-fire made it possible for the Egyptians and Russians to complete
under favorable conditions what they had already started and what they prob-
ably thought they could rush in had the Israelis, as expected, taken a longer
time to make up their minds about accepting the U.S. initiative.

But in any case, Soviet willingness to cooperate with the Egyptians in vio-
lating the standstill agreement suggeésts confidence that for both military and
political reasons the Israelis wonld not break off the cease-fire and that the
Americans would be so preoccupied with getting the talks started that they
would not permit the violations to stand in the way. While the U.S. reaction
may have been stronger than Moscow expected, that analysis was not far from
the mark.

I want to close by posing for the group’s consideration two worrisome ques-
tions that the tonghening of Soviet military poliey in the Middle East in 1970
have raised. The first has to do with the future military balance in the Middle
East: the second concerns the larger question of the future politieal role of
military power in U.S.-Soviet relations generally.

First, the cease fire breaks down, given the apparent willingness of the
Soviet Union to injeet its own military personnel into the equation, ean the
U.S8. continue to make good its undertaking to prevent the milita v halance
from tipping against Tsrael merely by supplying enquipment, even in larger
amounts and on good eredit terms? If not, what are the alternatives?

Second, is this unexpectedly direct Soviet military involvement in the Middle
East to be explained primarily by unigue cireumstances that obtain there, or
does it portend a greater willingness generally by the Soviet leaders, now that
their strategic forces have aequired rough parity with the 1.8, to exploit con-
ventional military strength for political purposes even in areas where expressed
U.S. interests in the past placed such regions out of bounds to Soviet military
forces?

Finally, if the latter is true, what are the alternatives for the U.S.?




APPENDIX III
[From World Affairs, Fall 1071, vol. 134]
THE SOVIETS AND THE ARAB-TSRAELY CONFLICT

(By Dayid P. Forsythe)

Soviet foreign policy in the Middle East entered a new phase in the period
following the six-day war between the Arabs and the Israelis in 1967, The Soviets
attempted to achieve influence over Arab decision making by embarking upon
an extensive military aid program to the United Arab Republiec (UAR), Iraq,
and Syria, The United States government, after assessing the results of these
efforts, nppnronl.l,t eame to the conclusion that Soviet influence was so pervasive
that it had become the erucial element in future Arab-Israeli relations, and
the Hn:‘i(-t actions constituted a direet threat to United States interests in the
region.

“This analysis foeuses upon the policies the Soviets have followed to achieve
influence, particularly over the United Arab Republie, and upon the obstacles
the Soviet Union has encountered both from its allies on the left and its op-
ponents on the right.” The study concludes by reviewing the limitations upon
Soviet influence and by assessing the probable future course of Soviet foreign
policy in broad perspective. It should be noted that the focal point for analysis
is on the output of Soviet policy, with relatively little atitention given to the
inputs of Kremlin polities.®

BOVIET POLICY TOWARD THE UNITED ARAE REPUBLIC

The framework for current interaction between the Soviet Union and the
United Arab Republie is reasonably clear. The Soviets decided after the 1967
war to replace Arab losses of war material and thereby to try to increase Soviet
influence in the Arab world. The extent of the Soviets’ ecommitment to this goal,
in military aid alone, can be seen in the following chart of Soviet arms shipments
to selected states in the region, as of early 1970.°

1 On the subject of growing Soviet influence see Presldential Envoy William Scranton’s
comment in the New York Times, I mber 14, 1908, p. 1. For President Ni ‘(-m s views,
see especlally the report of hizs forelzn policy speech of Jnly 1, 1870, partic
i in the Christian Science Monitor, July 7, 1970, p. 1, It is common knowled
National Security Adviser Ki wger, in an off-the-record press briefing in 1970, referred
to the need to “expel” the Soviets from the Middle Hast be 1se of their threat to the
West,

21t has not proven possible to construet any rigorons model or theory of Soviet foreign
policy in the Arab-Israeli confliet, The most useful general study as background for the

yresent inquiry is J. David Singer, “Inter-Nation Influenc A Formal Model,” in James
N. Rose 1 (ed.), International Politics and Foreign Policy, . ed., (New York: The
¥ree Press, 1969), particularly as it relates to the concapt of reinforcement,

3 Chart condensed from the New York Times, January . IV, p. 4. For back-
ground on Soviet Military ald programs to the \|(.|11p East, see J. O, Hurewitz, Aiddle
East Politica: The Military Dimensions (New York: Frederiek A. Praeger. 1969) and
Nadav Safran, From War to War (New York : Pegasus, 1969).

SOVIET ARMS SHIPMENTS, JUNE 1967—EARLY 1970

United
Arab
Repuhblic

Jet fighters..___
Bombers._..
Helicopters.
Tanks__._.
Self-propelied guns. .
Armored personnel carrier:
Artillery rockets_________

(200)
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Soviet primary interest in the UAR was manifested more clearly during the
course of 1970 than ever before. Increased numbers of Soviet military personnel
and increased areas of Soviet functional independence could be documented.*

SOVIET MILITARY PERSONNEL AND INDEPENDENT INSTALLATIONS, UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC, 1970

Missile SAM Aircraft Airfields
Pilots crews Others sites manned conlrolied

Jan, 1,1970 0 0 25-4000 0 0 0
Dec. 31, 1970 200+ 12-15, 000 25 4000 1 75-85 1150 6

15AM-3's.
¥ Mig 21J.

The Soviets continued major shipments of military weapons to the UAR dur-
ing the first quarter of 1971,°

Major Soviet military aid, UAR, April, 1971
MIG-21's
MIG-17's -
MIG-23's (est.)_-
Sukhoi-T

As a result of this military aid, the UOR, Syria, and Iraq are now dependent
upon the Soviet Union for their miiltary equipment, a dependency which Presi-
dent Nasser of the UAR admitted to a Western correspondent before his death
in 1970." Undoubtedly Arab wilitary dependence has enabled the Soviet Union
to exercise influence over some decisions made in Arab capitals. During the pe-
riod since the 1967 war the UAR has consulted directly with the Soviets before
making many major foreign poliecy decisions.

Out of this process of consultation has come at least one major UAR conces-
sion to the Soviet point of view. The UAR apparently agreed to the Soviet
demand that it seek the rollback of Israeli forces from the occupied territories
by means of diplomacy rather than coercion.” How long the agreement was to
last, and under what conditions, remains unclear, It is probable that the Soviets
have never been as interested in complete withdrawal as has the UAR, for the
Soviets have more to gain in the short run from a partial settlement that would
reopen the Suez canal than in an agreement which would bring about a com-
plete Arab-Israeli rapprochment.

The framework for Soviet-UAR interaction is thus one of Arab dependency on
Soviet military aid and of Soviet influence over a basic parameter Egyptian
foreign policy in the post-1967 period. At the same time it can be argued that
the Nasser and Sadat regimes have had some room to maneuver, and in some
cases have exercised significant inflnence over the Soviet Union.

Most international relations are two-way streets as far as the exertion of
influence is concerned, as the United States has discovered in dealing with Sai-
gon. The difficulty for a patron or supplier state arises when there is a difference
in viewpoint between the partners. and when the supplier, to evercise controlling
influence, must run the risk of antagonizing its client. The supplier is reluneant
to irritate a client unless the issne is of vital interest or unless an alternative
client proves equally valuable. The UAR has exercised some independence and
some influence over the USSR precisely becanse the Soviets have perceived few
alternatives to their eurrent arrangement with the Hgyptians. The nature of the
Soviets' left front in the Middle East offers little alternative to the Soviet policy
of regarding the UAR as a beachhead for its presence in the region.

¢ Institute for Strategic Studies, Strafegio Survey, 1970, London, 1971, p. 44,
ENew York Times, Ap 18,1971, IV, p. 8
" Seo the coverage in the New York Times, February 19, 1970, p. 2., of Nassger's inter-
view with a Freneh journalist,
T Arthur Lall, The UN and the Middle East Orisis, 1967 (New York: Columbla Univer-
sity Press, 11 i 208-212 ; and Safran, op. cit., p. 412
3 Je Camphell. “The Soviet Union and the Middle Fast, Part IT."
; ne, & (July 1970), pp. 247-261. We return to this important
point of interpretation later in this essay,
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ALLIES ON THE LEFT

While the Soviet Union has been able to work out a rather satisfactory rela-
tionship with the United Arab Republic, Soviet policy makers have experienced
considerable difficulty in dealing with their Arab allies on the left. Whatever
the degree of Soviet commitment to revolutionary Marxism, the Kremlin is
obviously concerned about “‘leftist’ adventurism” “leftist extremism” in the
middle East.’

The Soviets now regard the Palestinian guerrilla movement as unreliable and
counterproductive. It is trne that the Soviets have endorsed the Palestinian
movement as an anti-imperial “just war” of national liberation. Moreover, Soviet
arms and ald wind up indirectly in the guerrilla organizations, as the following
chart indicates™

Name Arms sources Income sources

Al Fatah (Tha Palestine National Liber- Communist China, open market, cap- Mainly Patestinian private individuals
ation Movement). tured Israeli arms, rockets of own nneling payments through gov-
manufacture. ernments of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
Libya, and Abu Khabi.
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO); Same as Al Falah; East Europe and . Same as Al Falah, plus Arab govern-
Popular Liberation Forces (PLF). Arab governments. ment subsidies decided by Arab
League.
Pooular Front for the Liberation of East Europe, Iraq, open market, cap- liag, private.
Palestine (PFLP). tured Israeli arms.
Popular Democratic Front for the Libera-  Syria, East Europe, open market, cap- East Europe, private.
tion of Palestine (PDF). tured Isragli arms.
Popular Front for the Liberation of Miscellansous .. . ... .. Miscellaneous.
Palestine—General Command. ;
Al-Saiqua (Thunderbolt) Syria, Soviet Union, open market, cap-  Syria.
tured Israeli arms.
Arab Liberation Front (ALF) I i s o oot o e TG,
Popular Orzanization for the Liberation of Communist China . Mainly refugees in camps in Syria.
Palestine (POLP). -
Popular Struggle Fron! (PSF) P o s in s o e e s Private. ’
Arab Palestine Organization (APO).._.. United Arab Republic United Arab Republic.
Action Group. - - .. ccaccain-v-- - A Egypt
Ansar (Partisans). ... .- Soviet Union.

Yet the Soviets have not consistently supported the guerrillas and their elaims.
In fact, the Soviet Union prefers to work with established governments in the
Middle East, primarily the United Arab Republic. Thus the Soviets have done
three things in fashioning policy toward the Palestinians. They have down-
graded the importance of guerrilla activity and stressed the importance of
diplomacy. One official Soviet commentator even stated bluntly, *. . . the
conditions for guerrilla warfare are highly unfavorable.” * Second, the Soviets
have misrepresented the claims of the Palestinians to make them conform to
Soviet poliey. In this regard the Soviets have stated that the Palestinians do
not question Israel’s existence and legitimacy but only Israel’s occupying of
territory since 1967."° This interpretation is quite at variances with the pub-
lished doctrines of Al Fatah and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Pales-
tine (PFLP).2* Third, the Soviets have directly criticized the more radical
groups such as the Popular Front and have increasingly opposed their actions.™
The Soviet stand at the 25th General Assembly of the United Nations in opposi-
tion to the hijacking of aircraft, regardless of the political cause, is a part of
the Soviet Union's dissatisfaction with Palestinian revolutionaries.”

® Sep G, Mirsky, “Rebirth of the Arab World,” New Times, no. 25 (June 26, 1968}, p. 12,

10 Chart condensed from the Christian Science Monitor, July 13, 1970, p. 5.

1 M. Kruelov, *“The Palestine Liberation Movement,” New Times, no, 37 (September 17,
1069), p. 13.

12 Spe David Morrison, “Middle East: The Soviet Stance' Mixan, vol. 10, no. 4 (July-—
August 1968), pp. 141-150. Cf, Y. Dmitriey, “The Arab World and Israel's resslon,"
International Affairs (September 10870), p. 23; and M. Kremnev, “The Israeli Apgressors
Miscalculate,” New Times, no. 18 (April 3, 1968), pp. 11-12.

3 One nseful souree i Hisham Sharabl, “Palestine Guerrillas: Their Credibillty and
Effectiveness,” Supplementary Papers, Center for Strategic and International Studies,
Qeorgetown University, 1970, appendices.

1 The words of adventurlstic politicians do not warrant serlous consideration.”
L. Belyaev, “Ways of Ending the Middle East Crisis,” International Afairs (October 1968),

. 28,
- 1 [N Monthly Chronicle, vol. VIT, no. 11 (December, 1970), pp. 98-99; and the New
York Times, November 26, 1970, p. 78.
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There has been some wary acceptance by the Sovets of a role for Yasir A rafat,
the leader of Al Fatah and the Palestine Liberation Organization, two guerrilla
movements dedicated to opposing a Jewish state, The Soviets have patronized
Arafat partly because of the ideological imperative to support a national libera-
tion movement that is anti-Western and partly because of Arafat's popularity
among the Arab masses. At the same time Moscow has not given him the red
carpet trentment provided other leaders of the Arab world *®

The Soviets, rather than fully supporting Palestinian guerrilla goals, con-
tinue to base their publie foreign policy stand on the need to implement Assem-
bly Resolution 194 guaranteeing Palestinian repatriation or resettlement with
compensation.”™ The Soviets also have refrained from endorsing violence against
Israel outside the occupied territories and have opposed Popular Front efforts
fo promote revolution against all Middle Eastern bourgeois regimes, including
Egypt. The Palestinian defeat in the Jordanian civil war of 1970 has undoubt-
ediy encouraged the Soviet Union to continue this line of poliey.

Soviet statements indicate they have concluded that the guerrillas only in-
tensify Israel's desire to stay in the occupied territories for security reasons. The
Soviets see the guerrillas as standing in the way of a negotiated withdrawal that
would open the Suez Canal and boost Soviet and Egyptian images of silecessful
diplomacy, As one commentator argued in Moscow's International Affairs,
¢ ill-considered and rash actions which do no substantial harm to Israel's
military potential cannot solve the problem of eliminating the consequences of
the Israeli aggression, and in certain cirenmstances they may lelp the Israeli
extremisis, who are seeking any pretext for frustrating a political settlement.” *®

If the Palestinian movement did not appear to be a reliable alternative to the
UAR-USSR axis for the Soviets, neither have two other elements in the Soviet's
left front. The reactivization of Communist China’s foreign policy after the
cnitural revolution also presented the Russians with a number of theoretieal and
practieal difficulties, The Chinese sought to embarrass the Soviets by pointing
out the lack of Soviet support for the revolutionaries and other forms of “re-
visionism,” and by directly supperting with small arms and money such groups
as Al Fatah and the Popular Front, Russian and Western sources also indicate
that the Chinese may have had a hand in fomenting the student and worker riots
in the United Arab Republic during the fall of 19682 Henee the Chinese seemed
to be trying to undermine the UAR-USSR axis as well as the Soviet-led effort to
negotiate rather than fight. In the context of more general Sino-Soviet antag-
onism, the Soviets were probably as interested in checking Chinese penetra-
tion of the Middle East as they were in reducing Western influence. Chinese
policy and the Palestinian movement have thus had the same impact on Soviet
policy. They have served to convinee the Soviets that support for the Nasser and
Sadat regimes was the best course of action, if not the only feasible path to
follow.

Further support for this view eame as a result of the actions of other allies
on the Arab left, specifically the “progressive” Arab states of Algeria, Iraq, and
Syria. From the beginning of Soviet efforts to inflnence the post-1967 situation,
Algeria proved itself to be distressingly independent.® The Algerians were able to
block Soviet efforts at the United Nations in the summer of 1967 to convinece
Arab delegations to support the Soviet-American agreements on conditions for an
Israeli withdrawal. Tt was not until late fall that Algeria could be persuaded to
acquiesce on the subject. Fven after that, the Algerians continued to bhe voeal
in support of the Palestinians and in opposition to a negotiated settlement, much
to the Soviet's regret.

The Syrian government of General Salah Jadid and President Nur Atassi
proved to be more recalcitrant than Algeria, from the Soviet view. The Syrian
delegation at the United Nations was persistently at odds with the Soviets.
It was perhaps the most outspoken of the Arab delegations in opposing the
Soviet-American compromise agreement which was embodied in Security Council

" New York Times, February 21, 1970, p. 2; and March 22, 1970, p. 11; ef. Christian
Seience Monitor, January 18, 1970, R 1. ,

P For the contents of A/RES/194 and an analysls of Its significance In Arab-TIsraell
negotiations, see David P. Forsythe, United Nations Peacemaking (Baltimore: The Johng
Hopking Press, 1971).

= Dmitriew, i

" G. Mirsky, “U.A.R. . . . Home Front,” New Times, no. 50 (December 18, 1968), p. 10,
The Monitor's correspondents also found evidence of Chinese involvement.
“ See Lall, op. ¢it., and Safran, op. cit.
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Resolution 242 of November 22, 1967, which was to be the framework for Arab-
Israeli negotiations. Soviet wining and dining of Syrian delegations in Moscow
coupled with efforts at direct persuasion, failed to mute public disagreement
between provider and client.™ Syrian intervention into the Jordanian civil war
in 1970 served as another source of friction between the Soviet Union and Syria.
There is little reason to believe that the Soviets were happy with Syrian support
of the Palestinians. The logic of the situation points to Syrian independence of
action against Soviet preferences. One informed observer believes the Soviets
counselled withdrawal of Syrian forces, and it is probable that the Soviet-advised
army opposed the decision to intervene,

Iraq proved to be no more easy for the Soviets to handle than was Algeria or
Syria. Iraq never publicly accepted the United Nations gnidelines for settlement
of the Arab-Israeli conflict embodied in Security Counecil Resolution 242. The
Iraguis did not agree that a commitment to diplomacy rather than foree should
be accepted as a basis for bringing about a settlement. Iraq’s willingness to ex-
amine Chinese overtures on their merits also distressed the Soviets.® Given the
fact that Iraq possessed neither the strategic geographical position nor the lead-
ership of a eharismatic figure like Nasser, it is not surprising that the Soviets
preferred to deal with the United Arab Republic rather than with Iraq.

In summary, mounting antagonism from their allies on the left caused the
Soviets to increase their dependence upon the UAR. Military or economic aid to
the three other “progressive” Arab states had not increased Soviet influence as
far as policy toward Israel was concerned. Persistent Arab animosity towird
the Zionist state, plus traditional Arab jealousies toward the UAR kept the
Soviets from building a tight Arab coalition in support of the Soviet-UAR axis, 2+

OPPOSITION ON THE RIGHT

Because of the lack of reliable allies on the left, the Soviets hesitated to exert
strong pressure on the United Arab Republic to accept a compromise solution
on territorial boundaries with Israel. They also were reluctant to press the UAR
because of the tough bargaining position of Israel and the United States, The
Soviet Union saw little reason to follow a poliey which might
Egyptians if prospects were dim for obtaining a desired nwjmlm- ln !

The Soviets saw clearly the military superiority Israel possessed after 1*l=-r.
and responded by speaking softly and hiding the big stick. The USSR delecation
in the Security Council went to great lengths to disavow heated Arab statements
questioning the legitimaey of Israel and, in general, Soviet policy sought to con-
vey a pledge to recognize secure boundaries for a smaller Israel in return for
withdrawal from occupied territory.™ No doubt the Soviets were most interested
in withdrawal from the Suez area. The expansion of the Soviet navy into the
Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, and the Iml: i Ocean depended upon that waterway,
as did increased trade with the east coast of Africa and expedited shipments 1o
North Vietnam.” A radical rejection of Israel’s legitimacy, demanded by the
Palestinians and the “progressives,” was to the Soviet mind a sure formula for
ensuring the presence of Israeli troops from Golan to Suez.

The Soviet position, however, left room for Israeli doubts as to the Soviet
Union’s ultimate intentions, If Illi' Soviets referred to Israel as the aggressor
in 1967 and stressed Arab ownership of the occupied territories, it was only
a short step to refer to other Israeli-controlled territory as ocenpied and to refer
to Israel’s post- 1"11 expansion as aggression. If the Soviets publiely endor:
the Palestinian resistance movement in the ocenpied ferritories as a just struge
it was only a short step to endorse the Palestine movement per se as just strugzle

A New York Times, May 13, 1969, p. 13 ; July 5, 1969, p. 1; and August 123, 1970, p. 6.

= Ohristian Science Monitor, August 4, 1|;ll .

2 New York Times, August Z, 1970, pp. 2, 10; Au #ust 6, 1970, p. 1.

“ Jordan and rlthf-r ‘Hon- [lm"ro sive" A\rhln states were to some extent left to the West,
although a Soviet delegation did discuss military aid with the Jordanians. New York Times,
January 11, 1968, p.

% “The pn‘lms'ul set ent of the Middle East crisls . . . is the only real :1!11'|'||::Tiv~- to
Tsrael's poliey of strength and military zambles.” P. Demclienko and V. Kasis, “Israel :
E: tion of Aggression,” New Times, no. 9 (March 3, 1970), pp. 4-5. See also the New
York Times commentary on a Pravde artiele speaking to the same point, August 9, 1970,

“This policy becomes quite clear in a Security Connell debate In the spring of 1969,
See the UN Monthly Chrownicle, vol. VI, no. 4 (April 1989) especially np. 28 "'J where the
Soviet spokesman interjects, n--l:nrl\' denies the right of Israel to exiur

% See further T. B. .\II]!:U' “Soviet Pollcles South apd F st of Suez,” F oreign Affnirs,
vol. 49, no. 1 (October 1970), pp. T0-80.
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for national self-determination. Hence Israel viewed Soviet pledges of respect
for its security with some misgivings and held out for a formal treaty with its
Arab adversaries that would endorse Israeli control over East Jerusalem, Sharm
El Sheik, the Golan Heights, and perhaps more.”™

It is debatable whether Israeli leaders perceived another set of factors, increas-
ingly understood by noninvolved observers, that cast doubt upon Soviet intentions,
While some lsraelis see themselves as a bulwark against communism in the Mid-
dle East, the Soviets have increased their presence in the region precisely because
of the creation of the state of Israel and the resulting exacerbation of Arab anti-
Westernism.™ Because Zionism was, and is, reviewed by many Arabs as a front
and tool of Western imperialism, the Soviets have profited from the Arab turn-
away from the West. Thus the logic of the situation indicates little strategic gain
for the Soviets from a rather complete solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict. An
Arab-Tsraeli modus vivendi could well lead to some Arab-Western rapport, which
the Soviets would no doubt regard as the antithesis of their policy to reduce
Western influence in the area, Hence there was further reason for Israel to ques-
tion Soviet policy.

As for the United States, the Nixon Administration’s quest for an “even-
handed” approach to the region turned out to be not much different from Presi-
dent Lyndon B, Johnson's poliey of general support for Israel. Soviet milita ry aid
to the United Arab Republic was regarded as provoeative and destabilizing, and
the United States seemed deeply disappointed that the Soviets would not agree
to a limitation on arms shipments,™ Apparently the United States was assuming
the Soviets would enter such an agreement even though Israel would remain mili-
tarily superior to the UTAR, thus making for friction in the Soviet-UAR axis.

It is possible that the Nixon Administration thought that Soviet interest in a
reopened Canal would provide sufficient incentive for them to devise a solution to
the stalemate which would be acceptable to both sides. As a result the United
States, immediately after 1967, waited for the Soviets to convinee the UAR to
accept territorial compromise and to enter into a contractual arrangement with
Israel. Tt seemed reasonable to assume that the Soviets wonld attempt to hring
the Egyptians around if they really wanted the Suez open and if they wanted
fo rednee the risk of direct confrontation with the United States. According to
James Reston, Soviet and American discussions in the interim led to agreement
on some points in a compromise solution, but it soon became apparent that the
Russians could not, or wonld not, bring the United Arab Republic into line with
those agreements.®™ Then the United States tried dealing directly with the AR
but without results.

The strong bargaining position of Israel and the United States presented ob-
vious diffienlties to the Soviet Union. The USSR apparently decided that it
could not press vigorously for further compromises bevond the terms of United
Nations Security Council Resolution on the subject (242), especially since the
UAR was under intense criticism from the Arab left for going that far. The
Soviets foresaw increased friction with the United Arab Republic if they pushed
for further compromise while the United States refrained from pressing Israel
to reduce its territorial claims.

SOVIET INFLUENCE—STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Though it is necessary in studying contemporary Soviet foreign policy to he less
than precise in analyzing influence, some points seem reasonably clear from the
available evidence. First, limitations on Soviet influence are real, especially on
the making of day-to-day poliey. The Soviets have not had much sueccess in alter-
ing Arab policies toward Israel when those policies are inconsistent with the
Soviet stance. Tt is quite clear that Soviet military aid has not been translated
into Soviet diplomatie influence over Algeria, Iraq, and Syria.®

= 8ee Foreien Minister Eban’s assessment of the Soviet role in the New York Times,
March 31, 1970, p. 2.

2 For background see Walter Laouenr, “Russia Enters the Middle Bast,” Foreign Affairs,
vol. 47, no. 2 (January 1969), pp. 206-308,

™ Asgistant Secrefary Slseo. “The Floid and Evolving Sitnation 4o the Middle East.'
Department of State Bulletin, LXVIIL. no. 1643 ( Decemhber 26, 19701,

M New York Times, January 13, 1971, p. 22. Tt was reported that the Soviets had s
that Isrnel gshonld be seenre and have equal navigation rights, ghould withdraw from Sinal,
anid gshould negotiate Sharm Bl Shelk.

'For analysis of “mengre”. political results from Soviet ald and trade policies, see
Walter Laqgqueur, The Struggle. Jor the Middle FEast (New York:. Macmillan, 1949),
pp. 143144

T1-—135
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Soviet influence vis-d-vig the UAR is more difficalt to analyze beeause publie
differences have been muted. In the Nasser period, despite proclamations of
unity, the Soviets were probably unsure of their ability to keep Nasser committed
to diplomacy rather than coercion.® Periodic reports from Cairo of impending
violence caused the Soviets to increase arms shipments and decerease pressure for
1 compromise settiement.* If Nasser was interested in postponing a partial settle-
ment or in extracting more “borrowed” power for the UAR, he was more suc-
cessful than were the Soviets in their policy objectives.

In the Sadat period, there is further reason to believe that Soviet influence is
quite limited vis-i-vis the UAR. There iz virtually no evidence that the Soviets
exerfed direct Influence in Sadat's rise to power, nor in his day-to-day policies
toward Israel. Sadat's purge of Egyptian politicians linked to Moseow could not
have been to Soviet liking ; yet there are few reports of Soviet influence in that
process. Finally, the USSR-UAR treaty of friendship, signed in 1971, does not
really give to the Soviets any new or specific influence over UAR policy making.®
If anything, the brief Sadat period of leadership in the UAR indicates more
clearly than previously that the Soviets have a military presence withont spe-
cific political inflnence. The Israelis remain in the oeccupied territories, the
guerrillas remain independent, Snez remains closed, and the Arab governments
remain at cross-purposes. These are hardly the marks of successful Soviet foreign

olicy.

P It should be recognized, however, that the Soviets have been suecessful in some
ways. Particularly after 1970 it would be difficult for the UAR to launch a grrmful
offengive against Israeli positions without Soviet agreement to coordinate its
independent air power; thus the Soviets did hold a trump to UAR military
policy.™ And it is probable that the Soviet military presence in the UAR reduf,:es
the putative power of the United States in the region, thereby facilitating Soviet
efforts o influence the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean areas.” Yet direct military
presence may be more a liability than an asset. For the Soviets in the Middle
East, as for the Americans in Indochina, military involvement is not a substitute
for the achievement of policy objectives and, in fact, may not contribute toward
achieving those objectives.®

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

Ag was true for the British in the past, the Soviets will continue to find the
UAR and the Suez instrumentally important to them in the future. Hence a
continuation of the patern of military aid and deference to a number of UAR
policies can be expected.

Western interests may indeed be endangered by this state of affairs. But the
threat of Soviet military superiority in the Mediterranean or Indian Oceans and
the accompanying loss of economie resources in the near future is not nearly so
significant as the danger of accidental war between the superpowers.™ The Soviets,

# For a review of possible Soviet efforts to seeure TAR backing for a negotiated settle-

ment, see the New York Times, June 11, 1969, p. 8: Jnne 12, 1069, P. 4 June 14, 1969,
P. 11; and June 18, 1969, p. 16, Cf. the Christian Science Monitor, Augnst 7, 1970, p. 10.

BTt is significant that, while the Calro press was canslstentiy reporting the probability
of futnre violence, the Soviet pross was stressing the need for avoiding violence. See par-
tienlarly Pravde, January 31, 1969. p. 4. Cf. Pravda, Novemher 7. 1968, p. 5. and Janu-
ary 25, 1969, p. 4. See also M. Kremnev, “Middle East Detonator,” New Times, no, 1
(January 1, 1960), pp. 12-18, Tt is to be recalled also that both domestle rlote in the TAR
gnd\'mliltary criticlam of coneillatory pollcles increased the probability of a show of force

¥ Nasser,

* Article 7, reqniring mutual conenltation “on all important mmestions,'” is no more
than a formalization of what has been accurring sinece 1967 and does not eommit olther
party to agree with or follow the other. The concepts of “sovereignty, territorial integ A
non-interference in the Internal affairs . . .” are reaffirmed in Article 1 and may be said
to represent an obligation of the USSR to the TAR,

» See further, Robert E. Hunter. “The Soviet Dilemma in the Middle East, Part 1,
Adelphi Papers, no. §9 (September 1969).

¥ See further, Wynfred Joshun, Soviet Penetration Into the Middle Rost (National
Strategy Information Center, Tne., 1970) ; Arthur Jay Klinghaoffer, “Pretext and Context :
Evalnating the Soviet Role in the Middle East." Mizan, vol, 10, no. 3 (May-June 1968),
pr. 86-03; and Aaron 8. Kleman, Soviet Russia and the Middle East (Baltimore : Johns
Hopkins Press, 1970).

=1t is likely that the Soviets view the Arab-Israell confliet ns an instrumenfal means
toward the more Imporfant ends of Persian Gulf oll, trade and ports In the Indian Ocean,
ete. Becoming ensnared in the military and finaneial vortex of the Arab-Tsraeli conflict,
and its related inter-Arab rivalries, may be dysfunctional to other goals.

* See J, C. Hurewltz (ed.), Soviet-American Rivalry in the Middle East (New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), especlally part I: and Millar, op. eit.
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as they increase their military involvement with the United Arab Republie, in-
crease the risk of unintended combat participation. They might also choose to
fight to protect ever-increasing investments in prestige.”

The Soviets have not supplied the long-range offensive weapons that could
directly jeopardize Israel's existence and in the process bring direct United States
intervention. And Soviet pilots have been kept away from Suez to lessen Soviet-
Israeli encounters. Thus the Soyviets are not as reckless as they are coldly ecal-
culating. Rational pursuit of self-interest, however, has a way of becoming
submerged in the hot emotions of the Middle East. The spiral of escalation, with
the final stage being a heavy Soviet “reprisal” that might trigger United States
entry into the conflict is a contingenecy that threatens the interests of all.

Despite this ever-present sword of Damocles, Soviet policy in the Arab-Israeli
contlict is not likely to undergo radical change. The future of the conflict depends
much less on Soviet policy than on whether Arab elites come to accept territorial
I romise and whether Israel sets unrealistic territorial terms in the bargain-
ing. Without an agreement on bonndaries there cannot be even a partial agree-
ment that would then permit discussion of the status of the Palestinians. New
developments may occur with the new regime in Egypt and the present demise
of the Palestinian guerrillas. If not, the outlook is for more, and hopefully limited,
violence. One cannot realistically look to the Soviets to alter their course.

ur, op. cit., pp. 158, 180-161,
) Safran, op. cit.,, p. 413. Bee also, in general, Adam B. Ulam, Coeristence and
Erpansion (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1968), especlally pp. 7423 and 747.




APPENDIX 1V

[From the Congressional Record, Sept, 29, 1971]
THE Sovier UNION IN THE MivpLE Easrt

Mr, Hamiutron, Mr. Speaker, some of the more dramatic politieal and strategic
gains of the Soviet Union in the post-World War II period have been in the Middle
East. In an area where Russia had few interests and certainly no real policy in
1945, she now has a deep involvement In assessing the role of the Soviet Union in
the Middle East, it is useful to see both how Russia's policies and involvement in
the area evolved and what is the balance of opportunities and risks for the Soviet
Union in the area today. Regardless of one’s perspective on Soviet foreign policy,
no one could, in the early 1950's, perceive what would happen in the Middle Bast,

The Soviet Union, in approaching the third world, has sought generally to be
able to do precisely what the United States and other powers do. In each area, her
first goals were to make a presence and then try to obtain equal status with other
powers. Other goals, such as eliminating great power competitors, and dominating
the region, come later, if at all, For the Russians do realize that exclugive client
states ean be both expensive and hard to control. The question remains as to why
Russian policies have been so successful. The answer lies less in their vague goals
and specifie policies and more in taking advantage of circumstances. A review of
her Middle East policies reveals that that strategem is just as incoherent and piece-
meal as much of the U.8. global strategy.

RUBSIAN IRVOLVEMERT UNTIL 1043

Tntil the mid-1950’s, Russian efforts in the Middle East were conecentrated on
the northern tier—Turkey and Iran—and the Arab world was not very important.
Traditional poliey, inspired by an “Eastern Question” mentality, emphasized Rus-
sian interests in Istanbul and the Balkans. All other areas, that is, the Arab world
and even the Mediterranean Sea, were secondary interests to an overriding ezar-
ist desire to control the Turkish Straits and thereby prevent foreign entry into
the Black Sea.

The Soviet October Revolution increased policy emphasis on Iran and Turkey
and » desire for good state-to-state relations in order to nentralize those states.
Soviet interwar poliey also tried to stimnlate uprisings against the British and
the French who had both sabstantial presence and interests in much of the Middle
East. The ineptness of Soviet poliey in this period resulted directly from her inten-
tion to pursue her policies through small minority-oriented Communist parties.
In the final analysis, however, Soviet quiessence in the Arab world resulted from
liftle interest in the area. Interests and opnortnnities are related, and the laclk
of the former narrows the range of the latter.

Despite recent aftempts to the eontrary, the Nazi-Soviet 1940 negaotiations did
nof renresent any change in Soviet policy. Those abortive negotiations do not sun-
port the notion of a concerted Soviet interest in reaching the Indian Ocean throngh
the Arab world. Molotov’s concerns were much nearer to home, especially the
Turkish straits and Finland.

1045-55

The initial phases of the cold war completely isolated Turkey and Iran from
any possible Soviet initiative and, in a sense, prompted Russia to go over the
northern tier to the Arab world.

Oddly enough, in the first decade of the post-World War IT period, Soviet
initiatives in the Middle East were confined mainly to support of the 1047
partition plan for Palestine and helping the Zionists in Palestine to obtain
Czechoslovakian arms, The Soviet Union’s support of the Zionisis in this period
was not a ploy but a direct result of her main policy interest which concentrated
on driving the British out of the Middle East. Palestinian Jews, rather than
Arab nationalists, were, in the Soviet view, better able to deal with getting the
British out. We see from this early period a very low enthusiasm for the Arab
nationalist movement—an enthusiasm which remains low today. Soviet leaders

(208)
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have always been suspicious of nationalist liberation movements which get
results without struggles.

FIRST PHASE OF INVOLVEMENT : MID-1950'8 AND THE SEEDS OF CHANGE

Joseph Stalin’s death and the 20th Party Congress in 1956 afforded the Soviet
Union an opportunity to reorient her policies and initiate certain doctrinal
changes. The dangers of foreclosing a chance to change policies at a time of lead-
ership upheaval in the Soviet Union induced some Russian leaders to initiate
policy changes, especially toward developing countries,

In the Arab Middle East, the breakthrough was the arms deal with Egypt,
called the Czech arms deal at the time so as to minimize direct Soviet involve-
ment. This change was not a reconsideration of policy but a creative adaptation
to the political situation in the area.

It was the threat of the U.S.-engineered Baghdad Pact, a multilateral, defen-
sive alliance, that activated Soviet policy and set the stage for her policy of
today. Russia loathed the Pact, particularly because it raised the possibility of
having her southern flank ringed with nuclear bomb-carrying planes of the
West. To President Nasser and the Egyptian Government, the pact had a polar-
izing effect on the Arab world and entrenched the West at a time when com-
plete economie and political independence was the goal of an increasing number
of Arabs, The momentary common objectives of Egypt and Russia —to under-
mine Iraq, the mainstay of the Baghdad Pact, and to remove the West from the
area—joined these two states in 1955. The arms Nasser obtained helped him
circumvent the West at a time when Egypt considered it in ber vital interest to
be able to counter Israeli attacks similar to the 1955 Gaza raid. For the Soviet
Union;, the arms deal was embarrassing and indeed she termed the pact a
“strictly commercial arrangement” to end Egyptian exclusive support on the
West for arms.

The underlyving theme of Soviet poliey in this period, then, was opposition to
the Baghdad Pact., The Russians were seeking emulation of Egypt's defiance of
thie West and not of Fgypt's type of regime. Capitalism was still the cornerstone
of the Egyptian economy and her embryonic agrarian reform movement was
hardly a full-scale socialist venture. Despite the Russian decision to build the
Aswan Dam, Khrushchev did not, at this time, see Nasser as an ally. It is useful
to remember that at the time of the Suez war of 1956, Rus-ia did not haye any
military power in the area and the Soviet navy was only recently moving from
a concern for a high sea military capability toward submarines. Military action
in 1956 would not have produced any results for the Soviet Union.

BECOND PHASE: 1036—67

The 1956-58 period represents the start of a second phase of Soviet involve-
ment in the Middle East, a phase dominated by the success of her initial objec-
tives. The Suez war of 1956 effectively eliminated, for a while at least, France
and England as Middle East powers, and the Iragi Revolution of 1958 ruined
the Baghdad Pact.

But the Suez war did more. It led the Soviets to perceive a pattern of recur-
rent traits abont Arab-Israeli crises.

First, such crises tended to exasperate relations between the Arabs and the
West.

Second, the Soviet Union could not control President Nasser. Indeed, Premier
Bulganin heard about the nationalization of the Suez Canal on the radio. Al-
though the Russians endorsed nationalization and egged the Egyptians on, they
sat on the sidelines in October 1956 when the British, French, and Israelis at-
tacked Egypt.

Third, the Suez crisis enhanced the position of the Soviet Union, and with
the British eliminated from the area, Russia faced only the United States in
the Middle East.

Finally, whereas the Russians had conceived of the Arab-Israeli issue as a
nationalist struggle prior to Suez, the conflict was now considered a struggle of
the Arabs against imperialism.

Another important key to this second phase of Soviet activity in the Middle
East was a clear indieation by the Russians in the late 1950’s and early 1960's
that they thought Egypt was the most important country in the area despite
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increased Soviet presence in Syria and Iraq. While the Soviet Union was
mayed about the imprisommument of Egyptian Communists in the late 1950's, ‘:alm
became much happier with internal events in Egypt after the 1961 nationaliza-
tions. In this period, we also see continued Russian dislike for Arab nation-
alism and unity: relations with Syria and Egypt were strained during the
United Arab Republic 1958-61 era. It can be postulated that the greater the Arab
eooperation and the greater the feeling for Arab unity, the less the ability of the
Soviet Union to increase its presence and influence in the Arab World: This
same trait is descernible in 1971 as Egypt, Libya and Syria, and perhaps Sudan,
move towards some federation.

Another important maxim of Arab politics to emerge during this period con-
cerned the relative uselessness of local Communist parties to the Soviet Union
in her quest for increased influence and prestige in the Arab World. The frag-
mented nature of the parties in Syria, Iraq and Egypt, Russian’s three main
clients at that time, and their inability to acquire a wide base of public support
was a source of embarrassment to Russia. To support the parties openly was to
alienate central governments and not to support them at all was anathema to
any Communist. In short, although local Commnnist parties are becoming in-
ereasingly irrelevant to the Soviet Union’s position in the Middle East, some
support must be shown for local Communists as the recent events in the Sudan
would suggest.

THIRD PHASE: 1967 TO 1070

Like the Suez war, the 6-day war of 1967 enhanced the Soviet position in the
Middle Bast. But whereas in 1056, Bulganin and the Russians may have ecged
Nassar on, in 1967 the Soviet Union plaved a somewhat greater role in provok-
ing war. It seems, in particnlar, that she accepted and encouraged Egyptian
and Syrian moves in Sinai and the Golan Heights and did not correct some of
the many pre-June Bgyptian statements like “the Soviet Unlon will stand with
us in battle.” What remains unclear is when the Soviet Union lost control of
events,

More significant than the Soviet Union’s role in provoking war was its radies
underestimation of the natnre and volatility of Arab politics. Besides m
culating the balance of power in the area, the Soviet Union did not renlize TS
provocative Syrian and Egyptian moves in April and May of 1967 or the escala-
tions that occurred were.

Perhaps the most encouraging reaction of the Soviet Union to the June 1067
war can be seen in the changes in diplomacy. Indeed, her first reaction to the
start of the June war was to use the “hotline” to Washington in an effort to avoid
any confrontation. The whole pattern of diplomacy after 1967 shows the differ
ences with the period preceeding 1967 : U.N. debates for Resolution 242 .Gl
boro, 4-power talks, 2-power talks, have dominated the international scene,

POST-198T7 ERA

While circumstances have led the Soviet Union to seek greater diplomacy
with other big powers in the area affer 1967, the situation was also used by
Russia to try to enhance its position in the Middle East, Several points should
be made:

First. The Russians decided immediately after the 1967 war to reconstruet
and continue to supply her defeated Arab clients, This was done to keep her
options open and to protect past investments.

Second. The Russians have enlarged the scope of this policy. South Yemen,
Yemen, and Sudan now have extensive ties with the Soviet Union but none have
a client relationship with Russia, similar to that of Nyria, Iraq, and Egypt.

Third. The Soviet Union continues to lack a high degree of politieal control
over Arab countries with which she has extensive ties. The recent events in the
Sudan and Egypt are cases in point.

Fourth. There has been, since 1967, a growth of Soviet communications in the
Middle East, particularly her air and maritime units.

Fifth. Russia has also entered the Arab oil world and now has oil iriterests in
Syria and Iraq.

Sixth. The Soviet Union sends arms to more than 10 Arah countries and, more
significant, at least six states are committed to the Soviet Union for spare parts.

Seventh. The Soviet moves to beef up its Mediterranean squadron is indicative
of a desire to improve her overall military potential in the area. Interestingly
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enough, the initinl impetus for this Soviet move came in 1964 when Russia saw
the need to cover the U.S. forces in general and the Polaris submarine in par-
ticular, It should be noted that this Soviet buildup was defensive rather than
offensive in nature and that it was an antiattack, antisubmarine phase.

Eighth, Increased assets in the area increased the need for greater presence.
The military presence was important and significant in all three services, but it
is significant that Soviet air presence in the immediate post-1967 war period was
minimal. Indeed, Soviet air support in the Yemen civil war was pulled back im-
mediately after the loss of a Soviet pilot. At that fime, the Soviet Union was dis-
inclined to have her men involved directly in combat despite TU-16 Soviet-
piloted reconnaissance planes.

FOURTH PHASE: 1870 ON

The deep penetration raids by Israel into Kgypt in late 1969 and early 1070
forced on the Soviet Union a big decision which seems to have been taken in
January 1970 during President Nasser's secret Moscow ti'i[r This decision led to
the introduction of an integrated air defense system which Soviet leaders thought
wiis needed to save their men in Cairo. SAM sites, missile nnits, networks of air
baseg, new Mig 23's and Foxbats, all with Soviet personnel, changed the character
of Russia’s presence in Egvpt and her status in the Middle East, This increased
military involvement gave Russia a new range of opportunities with many more
varied instruments,

Another key to the post-1970 fourth phase of Soviet involvement in the Middle
East has been the institutionalization of Soviet presence. In Egypt, this took the
form of a treaty of friendship and eooperation signed In May 1971. For the Soviet
Union, this new period witnesses the presence in the area of over 10,000 Russians,
mostly military fechnicians. In terms of Kremlin politics, this presence means
that there are bureancracies in Russia with a stake in events and performances
in the Middle East. As such, they represent a lobby in the Soviet Union for a
certain position and involvement.

OPPORTUNITIES AND RISES

In this fourth phase, the Seviet Union has a number of possible objectives urui
oppor rtunities in the Middle Hast whieh she must balance with many risks
ing in lhl’ aren. Some of her ohjectives might he:

First. Reduce further or eliminate the 1.8, position in the Arab world.

Second. Promote the demise of pro-West, moderate Arab governments in Jordan
and Sandi Arabi n pa nlar,

Third, Obtain greater influence over Middle East oil so as to determine the
term= on which Western Eurone gets it8 oil rather than ent it off,

Fourth., Help speed the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf and trv to
replace British in the galf instead of permitting a U.8. presence,

Fifth. Use pogition in Middle East to try to nentralize further Western Enrope
and the northern tier of Turkey and Iran. '

Sixth. With an open Suez Canal, try to extend influence eastward, partienlarly
into the Indian Ocean.

Seventh. Use Middle East and North Afriea as base for Afriean operations in
such eountries as Tanzania, Somalia, and Zambia.

Eighth. Create in the Middle East a noncontiguousg sphere of influence.

Despifte these apportunifies, the Soviet Union’s position in the Middle Bast is
franght with many dangers, Some are:

The c¢hronie instability of some of her client regimes and the prospect that
client regimes may be overthrown.

The increased Soviet presence in the Middle East since 1967 has weakened
some regimes, This inereases the Soviet Union’s stake without inereasing her role
as the final arbiter over acts of those elient states.

If the military solution of the Arab-Tsrael conflict fails, social and nolitieal
pressures may both bring down these regimes and demand new policies of which
the Soviet Union may not approve,

Clients may betray the Soviet Union beeause they see the United States. other
Western nowers, or even China, as the only way to solve the Arab-Israe' nroblem.
While recent moves of Egypt might suggest such a pattern, the apnarent lack of
progress of the T8, earrent peace initiative would minimize the likelihood that
other states will turn to the United States for support.
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Any real settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict that reduces the need for a big
military machine will lessen the Arab countries’ interest in and need for Soviet
wateriel, This could reduce Soviet posture in the area.

On the other hand, a military confrontation contains many risks and dangers
for Russia. If she participates diveetly in such a war, she risks a bigger war. If
she does not enter the fray, she risks being thrown out of the area.

At some point, the costs of Soviet involvement in the Middle East will have
to be explained to the people in the Soviet Union. So far, their economie and
military involvement has produced little real socialism and even fewer tangible
results,

These risks and opportunities aside, the Soviet Union would, it seems, prefer
a political solution of the Arab-Israel confliet that would give the Soviet Union
credit in the Arab world and give the United States nothing,

ASPECTS OF PRESENT SOVIET POLICY

The Soviet Union is pursuing—not a policy of military conquest—but a poli-
tical strategy designed to weaken U.S. influence and establish the Soviet Union as
the preeminent power in the Middle East, In pursuit of this strategy, the Soviet
Union will use propaganda, diplomacy, economic and military aid and, to a
lesser degree, local Marxists. At the same time, the Russians have shown reluc-
tance to get into a situation which would pit Soviet forces against the United
Slates,

Much of present Soviet policy in the Middle East is ambiguons and in flux,
although the Russians do have some well-articulated positions. But what remains
most difficult for the Soviet Union is to determine how peace in the Middle East
can be achieved and her interests maintained at the same time,

The Soviet Union supports U.N. Resolution 242 and considers the resolution
the sis for peace in the Middle East. But in her interpretation of Resolution
242, she emphasizes, along with the Arab States, the immediate need for Israeli
withdrawal from occupied territories, including Jerusalem. Her continued eall for
a just and lasting peace in the Middle East is usually, however, coupled with a
denunciation of the “dangerous” American-Israeli alliance which prevents peace.

While the Soviet Union did, in early 1970, become inereasingly friendly toward
the Palestine Liberation Movement, she was before 1970 and is now giving
little active financial or military support to the movement although the Soviet
Union does deem it necessary for any Middle East peace settlement to bring
Jjustice to the Palestinean people. Obyiously, the Russians adopted a “wait-and-
see” attitude toward the guerrilla movement and wanted to support the move-
ment only if it suceeeded.

The Soviet Union’s relations with Israel have been both weak and st rong, de-
pending on many related factors. Although Russia gave Israel early recogni-
tion and support in 1948, relations have deteriorated since the late 1950's. In
short there is no greater anathema for the Communist movement in general and
the Soviet Union in partieular than pan-nationalisms, like pan-Turanism, pan-
[slamism or Zionism—all of which appeal to segments of the Soviet population.
The Soviet Union finds it difficult to accommodate the goals of the Zionist move-
ment and the greater the appeal of Zionism to Soviet Jewry, the greater the
tensions in Soviet-Israel relations.

In recent years the Soviet Union found it useful to have better relations with the
Arab States and since 1967 she has had no relations with Israel, The lack of such
ties, however, has limited the Soviet Union's ability to be an honest broker in
peace negotiations—a role she played so skilifully in the mid-1960’s in the In-
dian-Pakistan dispute. In the last couple of months, there has been many Israeli-
Soviet contacts and increased Israeli-Soviet relations seem natural and im-
minent. Renewed relations might be a harbinger of a Soviet peace initiative in
the Middle East,

While the Soviet Union was a firm supporter of Dr. Gunnar Jarring's peace
mission, her enthusiasm for the U.S. peace initiative for an interim Egyptian-
Israeli agreement has been minimal. Whereas the United States has maintained
that final Egyptian-Israeli frontiers must be decided by the parties themselves,
the Soviet Union demands that the Gaza strip, Sharm al-Shavkh. and all of Sinai
be returned to Hgypt. The Soviet Union continually chides the United States for
calling for peace while simultaneously supporting Israel militarily.
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The frustrations of all peace efforts since 1967 suggest that there will be no
settlement until the United States and the Soviet Union recognize each other's
legitimate interests in the Middle East and cooperate on the ground rules of
peace negotiations. Such cooperation will not win the trust of the parties to the
dispute unless both powers have good working relations with all parties to the
dispute and each power is willing not to impose a peace nor to seek personal
political gain from such a peace. But while the United States has looked with
favor on improved Israeli-Soviet relations, the Russians have publicly warned
Arab regimes about contacts with the United States because only Russia, they
say, will bring Arabs the peace they want.

Unfortunately, military buildups in the region and the lack of any arms control
efforts have helped to hamper peace efforts much more than any rhetoric. While
France and Israel might have been responsible for the initial phases of the arms
race in the Middle East in the early 1950's, the Soviet Union supplied the Arab
world with about $2 billion worth of military hardware up to 1967, and in the 2
years subsequent to the June 1967 war, the Soviet Union equalled that figure.
Over that same period, 1954 to 1967, Russia extended about $2 billion worth of
economic credits, only about half of which were claimed. This means that Soviet
military aid has been about four times economic assistance. There have been
indications recently that Lebanon might become the eleventh Arab country to
seek Soviet military assistance. This assistance to the Arab world, combined with
the Soviet Union's naval buildup in the Mediterranean in the last 3 years, raises
justifiable questions as to what the Soviet Union wishes to accomplish in the area.

The Soviet Union’s policy toward her various Arab friends, however, does not
provide a useful index of her ultimate goals in the area. Her continued and
continual delicate exchanges with and warnings to Arab leaders support the
hypothesis that her position is fragile and changed circumstances tomorrow
could eliminate many of her gains in the Arab world today. The Soviet Union
emphasizes her support for Egypt, its new President Anwar al-Sadar, and
Egypt's “positive role in the Arab world and in the international arena.” Such
words of praise are less forthcoming in Soviet commentaries on the more un-
stable regimes in Syria and Iraq, to say nothing of Soviet relunctance to hecome
tied to the regimes in Yemen, South Yemen, Libya, and the Sudan—her other
so-called Arab Socialist friends.

The May 1971 Soviet-Egyptian Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation reaffirms
Soviet respect for Egypt as the leading Arab country but it is still too early to
conclude whether the treaty served as a basis for more arms deliveries or in-
ereased Soviet presence in Egypt.

Russia’s strong support for President al-Sadat and Egypt has not extended to
the recent move toward a Federation of Arab Republics—which will include, at
least initially, Egypt, Syria, and Libya. Ever since 1958 Russia has shown a
degree of disdain for Arab nationalism. She did not like the 1958-61 union of
Syria and Kgypt becanse her relations with and control over these states suf-
fered. Indeed, the handwriting on the wall suggests that the greater the inter-
Arab State eooperation, the less the need for Soviet support. The eonverse is also
true.

CONCLUSION

The greatest question marks concerning current Soviet policy in the Middle
East are: First, does the Soviet Union want war. peace, or stalemate on the
Arab-Tsraeli issue: second, how far will the Russians go to protect their con-
ception of their interests in the area; and third, how is Middle East policy de-
cided in the Soviet Union. The institutionalization of Soviet presence has meant
as mentioned above, that bureaucracies in Ruossia have a stake in Soviet presence
in the Arab world. But the coats of the hawks and doves in the Kremlin remain
ohscure as do any differences within Soviet leadership on Middle East poliey.
As Soviet military and economie investment in the area continues without tangi-
ble results, there will be a growing pressure in the Soviet Union to reevaluate
the relative benefits of this heavy financial commitment.

The Soviet Union has accomplished a lot in the Middle Fast during a period of
stalemate on the Arab-Israel issue: The Russians have an extensive military and
economiec presence and stake there; they are a Mediterranean power for the first
time in their history; United States and Western influence has been diminished ;
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and they have fmproving relations with two neighbors, Iran and Turkey, which
were formerly enemies.

If the Soviet Union opts for continuing her present policies, it means that
the Russians have fewer apprehensions about a stalemate in the Arab-Israel
conflict than about war or peace. While the Soviet Union does want the Suez
Canal open, it is opposed to an interim settlement that gives the United States
credit. A final settlement poses greater potential problems. It would, in their
eyes, remove the major incentives that attract the Arabs to the Soviet Union
today—Arab quest for military supplies and political support in the Arab-Israeli
confiict. War also presents a grave alternative for Russin’s position; war is
costly; an Arab defeat is embarrassing; and a confrontation with the United
States should be avoided at all costs.

A stalemate in the Middle East makes the Soviet Union less apprehensive only
because it represents the status quo. From the Russian viewpoint, there is little
need to rock the boat if they can persuade the Arabs not to pursue war and if
they cannof project what their role would be in the Middle East in peacetime. It
would seem, then, that the Russians, in reaching the tentafive conclusion that
there is no need to rush fo a settlement, are operating against the better interests
of their Arab clients and the United States. The latter delights the Soviet Union,
but there is no assurance that the Arabs will continue to view the Middle East
the Soviet way. The implications of a continued stalemate are many : the Soviet
Union will continue to refuse to enter into any arms confrol agreement in the
area ; U.8, interests might be further diminished : and the Soviet Union will con-
tinve to have predominant influence in the Arab world, However, this situation
which the Russians might covet so much at present depends on their precarious
relations with their Arab clients, the Arab resolve to make peace and the success
of negotiations for a settlement,

At present the interests of the Soviet Union and the United States in the
Middle East are both similar and dissimilar. The Soviet Union's interests are
much more strategic and military and less economie, hence her concern over her
influence in the Middle East in peacetime. The U.S. interests are more economic
and cultural and less strictly military. Both have highly political interests when
the Middle East is seen in terms of global strategy and communieations. And
the symbols of influence and prestige in the area are many. While the Aswan Dam
in Egypt and the Tabga Dam under construetion in Syria have won the Soviet
Union many plaudits, the role of the American University of Beirut and several
U.8. supported educational institutions in Israel and Egypt in building present
and future elites cannot be underestimated,

At the present there are also differences in strategy; the Soviet Union has,
to date, pursued her interests in the Middle Rast by supporting the Arabs while
the United States has strived to maintain a balance between Israel and the Arab
States. The greater successes of the Soviet Union recently might suggest that bal-
anced policies do not bring success, However, recent realizations by the Soviet
Union that it must improve its relations with Israel, if she is to be an honest
broker or mediator in the Middle East conflict and play the mediating role Russia
likes to play internationally, suggest only short-term gains can be made by choos-
ing sides and long-term interests necessitate greater options and more balance.

Recent politics in Asia would indicate that another foree must be entered into
the big power equation in the Middle East. China, with interests in many Arab
countries and a declared policy of support for Palestine resistance groups, might
well challenge Russia in the one area of the third world where the Soviet Union
has gained substantial access and influence. For the United States, such a sitna-
tion can only increase her options in an area where they seem to be running
out quickly. We have, moreover, already seen in the last couple of months the
effect of President Nixon’s proposed trip to Peking in the diplomatic map of
Asian. And we may well see in the coming months a changed diplomatic may in
the Middle East. In an area where polities have been dominated by the confronta-
tion of fwo powers, the increased presence of a third power from Europe or Asia
can only reduce tensions,
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